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SCHOOL-UNIVERSITY PARTNERSHIPS:
AN EXPLORATION OF THE RELATIONSHIP
ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to investigate the accuracy of a particular model
for collaboration when applied to a successful school-university partnership. A
specific framework for establishing and maintaining successful school-university
partnerships, proposed by Frank Wilbur of Syracuse University, was identified in the
literature. Wilbur’s model was selected as the conceptual framework for this study
since it contains critical elements supported by at least four other researchers studying
and writing on collaborative endeavors and was, in fact, the most comprehensive of
any of the suggested conceptual frameworks. The answer to one overall research
question was sought: To what extent does Wilbur’s model for school-university
partnerships fit when applied to a highly successful school-university partnership?
Answers to questions pertaining to Wilbur’s nine most important factors (e.g.,
leadership; economics; governance and communication) positively impacting
interinstitutional alliances were explored in an existing school-university partnership
known as the Center for Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession.
Historical documents regarding the Center, including the initial grant proposal,
interim and final reports, and published articles, were reviewed for content and
consistency in answering the main and subsidiary research questions. Individual,
paired, and focus group interviews were conducted with persons felt to be most
knowledgeable of the Center’s activities, including the director of the Center, the
university president’s designee, university liaisons, the dean of the school of
education, public school administrators, public school collaborating teachers, the
liaison for the Ozar Valley Education Cooperative, and school of education graduate
students.
Evidence that particular elements of successful partnerships were considered
and included in the design, implementation, and maintenance of the collaborative
effort was sought to determine the extent to which Wilbur’s model could be applied to
this partnership. The nine factors included in Wilbur’s conceptual framework for
creating successful school-university partnerships were evident, in varying degrees, in
the establishment and maintenance of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement
of the Teaching Profession. However, the data indicated that the success of the
Center may also be attributable to a tenth factor which Wilbur’s model does not
include.
DAISY BERTHA WOOD
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY IN VIRGINIA
DR. ROGER G. BALDWIN, DOCTORAL COMMITTEE CHAIR
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CHAPTER ONE
THE PROBLEM

Introduction
"Education is losing the race in the United States of America. The massive
once-unsurpassed system of publicly administered schools is failing - failing individual
students, failing families and communities, and failing the nation and its future.
Education officials themselves speak of the problems: disorderly or violent pupils,
low teacher morale, public apathy, and fiscal crises. Parents complain of poor
discipline, falling achievement scores, and illiterate graduates" (Seeley, 1985, p 3).
In Education Through Partnership. David Seeley examines why so many people are
rinding fault with American’s present day education system and suggests that the
system as it currently exists cannot endure. He suggests that "any community
wanting to can create a collaborative relationship between teachers, parents, students
and citizens that will produce educational results far in excess of what we are now
achieving" (p 263).
The frequently alleged educational decline to which Seeley referred in his 1985
work is common knowledge to most individuals today. Unfortunately, school
teachers blame the parents, parents blame the schools, and school administrators
blame the universities for not producing better teachers who can put America’s
2
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schooling back on track. Many educational researchers have studied our distressing
educational situation and one suggestion which appears to hold much promise revolves
around the development of educational partnerships.
In his attempt to address American’s deep concern regarding our present day
education system, John Goodlad has been advocating partnerships since shortly after
World War n. His partnerships focus specifically on school-university alliances.
Goodlad views such school-university partnerships as a means of "simultaneously
renewing schools and the education of educators" (1993, p 26). Goodlad believes that
symbiotic relationships can be established between schools and universities such that
both institutions benefit from the interaction while, ultimately, students learn and
achieve more at all levels, K-16+. He does state, however, that "the necessary
joining of K-12 and university cultures brings with it virtually every problem
documented in the literature of educational change" (p 24).
Most of the school-university partnerships to which Goodlad refers have
focused on teacher preparation, school drop-out prevention, curriculum and staff
development, and the use of new technology in the classroom. In School-Universitv
Partnerships in Action: Concepts. Cases, and Concerns (1988), he states that a "flood
of partnerships has covered the educational landscape as though the concept had been
recently invented" (p vii). Goodlad contends that this flurry of activity in
partnerships revolves around three main reasons. "First, the politics of educational
reform have created the need for at least symbolic associations between educational
stakeholders. For example, businesses wishing to show their concern for public
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schooling have created adopt-a-school ‘partnerships,’ and colleges of education
wishing to demonstrate their connection to school practice have created schooluniversity ‘partnerships.’ Second, the relatively sudden transformation of our society
from one dependent upon industry to one dependent upon information and services
has forced a raising of consciousness regarding institutional interdependency. Third,
and most germane to this book, there may be some good theoretical and practical
reasons for collaborative activities between institutions struggling with related aspects
of common problems (p vii)."
Statement of the Problem
Considering the expanding literature about school-university partnerships, the
fact that the American Association for Higher Education hosted their Sixth Annual
National Conference on School/College Collaboration in November, 199S, and the
growing need to reach solutions to today’s education dilemmas, there is much interest
in establishing and maintaining educational alliances. However, how can school and
university members who do venture into such partnerships be assured that their efforts
will lead to an effective and enduring alliance with benefits being realized for both
institutions of education? Are there critical elements that must exist in the partnership
for it to be operationalized initially and subsequently maintained? Are there proven
procedures to follow that would increase the likelihood that the partnership would be
successful and rewarding for all parties? Do school-university partnerships presently
in operation reveal some important variables for success?
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5
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the accuracy of a particular model
for collaboration as applied to a successful school-university partnership.

A specific

framework for establishing and maintaining thriving interinstitutional alliances such as
school-university partnerships, proposed by Frank Wilbur of Syracuse University, had
been identified from the literature review. Wilbur’s model was selected as the
conceptual framework for this study because it contains critical elements supported by
at least four other researchers studying and writing on collaborative endeavors and
was, in fact, the most comprehensive of any of the suggested frameworks or quasi
frameworks. Answers to questions pertaining to Wilbur’s nine most important factors
(e.g., leadership; clear, focused goals; economics; project selection and fostering
ownership; governance and communications) positively impacting interinstitutional
alliances were explored in an existing school-university partnership known as the
Center for Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession. Initiated in 1987,
this partnership was begun as one of Oklahoma’s five statewide centers for excellence
in education with a mission to develop, implement, and evaluate collaborative efforts
to improve teaching. Since its beginning, numerous projects with educators from
diverse settings have been developed to improve the preparation of educators at all
levels. Collaborative activities at school sites throughout the fourteen surrounding
counties have included establishing joint governance of a middle and high school by
totally restructuring the administrations at those two buildings; designing field
experiences for education students as early as their freshman year of study; providing
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writing institutes for teachers, kindergarten through college, to assist with new
techniques for teaching writing to students K-16; recruiting minority students as early
as fifth grade to make them aware of opportunities in education; and implementing
staff development suitable for participants ranging kindergarten through college.
Having received the endorsement of authorities in the field of school-university
partnerships as an example of a very stable, rich, and successful endeavor, certain
elements of Wilbur’s model for successful school-university alliances were expected
to be evident in the Laurelton partnership (Cushman, 1993; Steel, 1995; Stoel, 1995;
Wilbur, 1995).
Significance
Any initiative which proves successful in addressing even one of the
perplexing issues of today’s increasingly complex world would certainly seem worth
pursuing. Obviously, educators in the public schools and the universities have not
found the answers to many difficult educational questions by tackling them in
isolation. Today, it takes creative work by cooperative teams for community
members to meet their responsibilities to serve the community as a whole and work
for the good of all of American society. With research indicating the benefits of
many current school-university partnerships in areas such as teacher training,
enhanced student achievement, school dropout prevention, curriculum and staff
development, and technology usage (Wilbur, 1993; Gray, 1989; Malpass, 1984;
Bayer, 1985; Sirotnik and Goodlad, 1988), a conceptual framework which delineates
factors related to successful collaborative endeavors between public schools and
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universities would be invaluable to others interested in establishing effective and
enduring educational alliances. A model or framework comprised of elements found
to be related to the success of the school-university collaborative process could save
precious time that might otherwise be lost in trial and error attempts at establishing
such partnerships. If professionals have a systematic, proven model to follow, they
may be more confident and ready to meet the challenges of forging such alliances.
Employing lessons learned from other alliances, educators would most likely enter
into their own school-university partnerships with more assurance that their efforts
would be fniitful in helping to restructure America’s education system (i.e., K-16+).
Ideally, any school-university partnership members initiating their collaborative
relationship based on the outcomes of this study would encounter fewer obstacles to
their success, realize an even greater positive impact of their efforts than initially
anticipated, and enjoy a long-lasting, mutually rewarding association.
This study provides K-16+ communities with one blueprint for building
successful alliances which, when considered, should assist them in developing schooluniversity partnerships more easily and readily. Any investigation such as this which
encourages educators to engage in shared decision-making, shared visions, shared
ownership of societal problems, and shared responsibility for formulating and
implementing appropriate solutions to those problems should prove beneficial in the
professional challenge to provide educational settings most conducive to learning and
student success.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

In the literature review, the nature of collaborative relationships established
between universities and public schools has been explored. Analysis of prior research
and scholarly literature focusing on these types of partnerships revealed some
elements common to most of these partnerships. Generally, the partnerships have
been launched in response to the widespread criticism of educational programming for
America’s children, preschool through postsecondary. As these linkages have been
conceived, designed, and realized, many lessons have been learned. Clarification of
common concerns for improvement in education, barriers to effective collaboration,
and essential ingredients for productive relationships have been identified. The
conceptual framework used to analyze the school-university partnership involved in
this study was selected because it contains those essential elements for success most
frequently mentioned in the literature.
To place educational partnerships into a proper perspective, a brief general
overview of their development was studied. Specific partnerships between
universities and public schools were then examined. To bridge the gap between the
partnership findings and their implications for higher education, a brief review of
reports calling for a renewal of the university mission was completed. A summary of
8
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the review findings follows under the relevant headings.
Partnership Development
In Whv Are We A Nation At Risk?. Watkins (1984, p 9) concluded that,
"From America’s very beginning, its citizens recognized that education would
undergird the nation’s entire social and intellectual infrastructure." Over the years,
the American system of education, from the early days of elementary school
attendance to completion of a college or university experience, has been expected to
take the lead in rectifying the ills of society. Society has envisioned the production of
an educated citizenry that is capable of guarding the Nation’s democratic way of life
and leading Americans in the competition of a global economy.
According to John Goodlad (1984) in A Place Called School and James Comer
(1980) in School Power, the criticism of education that began in the 1960s with the
launching of Sputnik, falling Scholastic Aptitude Test scores, and burgeoning rates of
illiteracy has simply continued and has become more prevalent with the rise in drug
usage, violence, and America’s loss of ground in the global economy. Blame for
these problems was, and continues to be today, generally placed squarely on the
shoulders of three parties: public schools, universities, and parents. Schools blame
parents, parents blame schools, and everyone blames the universities (Altbach and
Berdahl, 1981; Bok, 1986; Boyer, 1990; Frazier, 1988). In response to this
widespread public criticism of poor educational achievement, everyone involved in
educational endeavors has become more open to help from outside resources as well
as to innovative approaches to the teaching/learning paradigm (Comer, 1980;
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Corrigan and Mobley, 1990; Frazier, 1988; Goodlad, 1984; Wilbur, 1984).
According to Thomson (1984), one result of this candor has been the development of
educational partnerships. Education professionals have begun to view themselves as
part of a single continuous system of education stretching from kindergarten through
graduate school. The passage of students along this route was to be made as smooth
as possible from transition to transition with strong, consistent school-college
connections.
Two-way Partnerships Between Public Schools and Universities
In much of the literature and research written about university and public
school partnerships, reference has been made to the Goodlad Partnership Concept
(Barth, 1991; Frazier, 1988; Harkavy and Puckett, 1991; Jones, 1991; Marburger,
1985). Alarmed by the report A Nation At Risk in 1983 and having become more
intensely distressed over the increasing noneducational agendas of many public school
superintendents and university presidents, Goodlad (1984) decided that something
must be done to bring the main mission of these institutions - that of education - back
into focus. Goodlad1s response to what he described as the "dismal" situation of the
1970s was to envision a collaborative entity comprised of area university presidents
and school superintendents. It was his belief that no one institution alone could
resolve the community-wide issues facing educators at that time. As a result of his
efforts to encourage the dawning of this cooperative network, The Partnership was
developed. Goodlad had conceived of three broad purposes of such a union: "(1) to
improve the quality and general effectiveness of the existing institutions, (2) to
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11
develop an understanding of education as a community-wide rather than only public
school-based activity, and (3) to develop new configurations of educational institutions
including both the traditional ones and those of the media, business and industry, and
cultural agencies" (1984, p 354).
John Goodlad realized the individual institutions would resist relinquishing
some of their "turf” to others, but he successfully fostered a UCLA area effort
resulting in the Southern California Partnership, which has since served widely as a
model for the sharing of institutional resources in other parts of the country.
Underlying premises of the Goodlad Partnership Concept included:
there are no quick fixes - time will be necessary to accomplish anything
significant;
leadership and support for the collaborative ventures of the partners
will have to come from the "top" executives of the institutions, the
superintendents and presidents; and
members of the partnership should guide the educational change and
self-renewal process by exploring common problematic areas, sharing
ideas about possible alternative solutions, selecting and shaping
projects, designing appropriate field research, and supporting each
other through shared resources.
Goodlad’s ultimate goal for such partnerships was for educators to improve schooling
and assist in better schooling of all educators. He wrote, T o continue the myth that
schools alone can provide the education we need is to assure their continued insularity

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

and probably their ultimate irrelevance’ (1984, p 356).
Frazier’s (1988) analysis of fourteen partnerships initially formed according to
Goodlad’s Partnership Concept, indicated that although only six of the partnerships
had achieved some of their established goals, most of the others showed evidence of a
change toward improved conditions. A clear statement of the goals and ownership by
all members of the partnerships was felt to be crucial. In the few partnerships that
lacked a clear sense of direction, there tended to be emphasis on less important
matters, a lowered sense of satisfaction, and a greater willingness to accept dialogue
on the topics rather than real action. Goals for the partnerships in which educational
improvements were evident generally centered on cultivating better instruction and
programs for at-risk students, enhancing teacher education programs, improving
student assessment, and restructuring of individual schools.

General barriers to

effective partnership interactions were also uncovered in Frazier’s study:
difficulty in overcoming the psychological challenges created by
bringing people together from such dissimilar institutions as universities
and public schools;
the extra meeting and planning time demands inherent in effecting
successful collaborative activities;
the reward system at institutions of higher education that does not
recognize such partnerships as a valuable activity leading to tenure or
promotion;
the fact that there were no quick fixes and task forces seemed to take
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an inordinate amount of time; and
some faculty, especially at the university level, were outwardly opposed
to the partnership concept and would not willingly participate.
From his overall findings, Frazier drew out these aspects of university and
public school partnerships that were deemed most successful: a meaningful long-term
agenda with a clear statement of goals; mutual ownership of, and commitment to, the
agreed upon goals; smaller units formed on a local school basis rather than district,
regional, or state level; the ability of both school and higher education members to
express their needs openly; leadership placed with one individual, a director or
supervisor of the partnership; eventual achievement of an operating budget through
grants or fees unless the collaborating parties contributed equally with financial and
in-kind resources; open and continual communication of partnership activities to the
School Boards and the Boards of Trustees; voluntary participation; and equitable
membership for school and university representatives. An unanticipated benefit
expressed by members of several partnerships was the opportunity to participate in the
design, execution, and evaluation of practical classroom research which led to
improved instructional practices for teachers and improved achievement for students
(p 66).
Numerous other researchers (Corrigan and Mobley, 1990; Jones, 1992; King,
1984; Stevens, Slaton, and Bunney, 1992) over the past 10 years have investigated the
purposes, operations, and outcomes of university and school partnerships. Their
general impressions have concurred with those of Frazier (1988) although some
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studies (Anglin and Mooradian, 1990; McGowan and Williams, 1990) have clearly
shown little indication of any substantial benefit realized from the university-school
partnership endeavor. Louis Albert (1991) in "The Partnership Terrain," looked at
where partnerships have been and where they appear to be headed in the future.
Comparing the answers given by his survey respondents, Albert concluded that,
"partnerships are being seen as an important means of achieving the particular
objectives of improving educational opportunities for students and enhancing student
performance. And in the process, the educators who work collaboratively with one
another are redefining the profession of teaching" (p 4). It appears that Goodlad’s
original objectives for improving schools and the education of educators are being met
through his Partnership Concept.
University Mission Renewal
Articles and books (Altbach, 1981; Boyer, 1990; Keller, 1985) have called for
a reconsideration of the mission of higher education. So many institutions continually
have tried to move into the next level of institutional type (i.e., community colleges
through Doctorate Granting and Research) in an effort to increase their perceived
level of prestige, that oftentimes, the main purposes for which the institutions were
established - education of students and service to the community - take a back seat to
research and publication. External constituencies however, are interested in having
higher education be accountable for its stated three-part mission of service, teaching,
and research instead of solely research. The work of Harkavy and Puckett (1991)
corroborates this need for institutions of higher education ‘to direct their academic
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resources toward helping to solve the concrete, immediate, real-world problems of
their local communities by entering into partnerships with schools’ (p 557). The
"Ivory Tower mystique" (King, 1984) needs to be tom down in order to create single
systems of education that build community confidence once again in all institutions of
education. A logically sequential and continuous kindergarten through grade 16 (K16+) education system needs to be effected.
The many calls to reconsider the mission of higher education would seem to fit
well with the current thrust to establish university partnerships. Together university
and public school staff can achieve greater gains than either entity can alone. In fact,
Frank Wilbur (1993), director of the twenty year old Project Advance partnership
between Syracuse University and the area high schools, writes, "partnership programs
redefine the boundaries between schools and colleges" (p. 1). Administrators and
faculty who work on behalf of the partnership begin to see themselves as part of a
single kindergarten through graduate school system of education. Wilbur feels that
the ultimate goal of many of the school-university alliances is to bring "continuity to
what is often a collection of disjointed parts" (p. 1). With Project Advance, Wilbur
has the evidence he needs to support the effectiveness of educational partnerships. He
asserts that collaboration is not just the right thing to do, but is in everyone’s best
interest. He admits that, conceptually, most educators agree that there is much to be
gained by joining the resources of the universities and the public schools. However,
there are many forces working against such alliances due to the many "differences in
the political and social climate, governance, faculty autonomy, sense of mission,
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16
turnover in leadership, traditions and sense of territory, the reward structures,
differing degrees of emphasis on the importance of teaching versus research, selective
versus open admissions policies, the degree of public scrutiny and involvement, the
ways education is funded, and even the language we use in the two different
organizations of public schools and universities” (pp 1-2). All of these factors can
and do create barriers to effective collaboration between these two entities. After
extensive personal experience with and research into school-university partnerships,
however, Wilbur recently has suggested a framework by which to establish and
maintain successful school-university collaborations. It is Wilbur’s conceptual
framework, detailed below, that was utilized in this case study of a select schooluniversity partnership.
Analysis of Reviewed Literature
There has been an abundance of research and scholarly literature published on
the topic of school-university and school-parent partnerships. Pros and cons of the
partnership issue in general have been well documented with the majority of the work
advocating the continued creation and improvement of such collaborative
relationships. There appears to be, however, a serious void in the information
available regarding the comprehensive procedures to follow in the establishment of
partnerships as well as the essential features that must be included in the design of
such an association. Considering that the current school-university partnership
movement is only about twenty years old according to the calculations of some
researchers (Albert, 1991; Comer; 1980; Frazier, 1988; Goodlad, 1984; Wilbur,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

1993), it appears the investigation into collaborative endeavors should continue. The
need for further research and literature pertaining to models for successful formal
partnerships between public schools and universities is immense. Although the
partners in such unions may have to overcome a multitude of barriers common to the
partnerships reviewed, the launching of such enterprises between members of the K16+ continuum appears promising for the crucial role that they can play in the
education of America's children. Consequently, information gleaned from this study
of school-university partnerships should assist educators in forming collaborative
teams that can pursue creative solutions to today’s educational difficulties.
The Conceptual Framework
As noted above, Franklin Wilbur, Associate Vice President for Undergraduate
Studies and Director of Project Advance at Syracuse University, has written and
lectured on the topic of school-university partnerships and educational reform.
Recently, he has written that partnerships between schools and universities which
ultimately endure often owe their success to subtle, underlying reasons (1993, p. 2).
"Well-intended, comprehensive, but naively planned partnerships are usually doomed
from the start" (p. 6). He states that "partnerships cannot be cast adrift (many are
relatively fragile affairs) and the following elements and strategies seem critical to
long-term success, institutionalization, and maximizing the return on investment"
(p.2): leadership; clear, focused goals; economics; project selection and fostering
ownership; governance and communications; commitment to evaluation; support,
rewards, and recognition; networking; and relative advantage. These nine elements
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comprise the framework utilized in this case study of one school-university
collaboration. Prior to this study, there have been no attempts to determine that these
nine elements are, in fact, critical to the success of a school-university partnership as
Wilbur proposes. Thus, this study served to test Wilbur’s framework as a model for
establishing and maintaining a successful school-university partnership.
Leadership Support
When Wilbur (1993) speaks of leadership, he is referring to the most critical
element o f any interinstitutional collaboration - the support of key leaders within the
collaborating institutions: school superintendents and principals; university presidents,
deans, and senior faculty; and school and university boards. These leaders can send
the "right message" to their staffs about the value of joining resources and plans to
effect educational change. On a specific partnership level, talented directors must be
selected as the leaders and given authority to act on the partnership plans. Anne
Lieberman, in School-Universitv Partnerships in Action: Concepts. Cases, and
Concerns (1988), speaks of the need to have the interorganizational partnership led by
an "idea" person, a person who holds a vision much larger than the interests of either
organization in the collaboration (p.84). This partnership leader must be credible to
and respected by both the school and university cultures; he must let the members
know that their participation in the collaborative project is taken seriously and that it
will be rewarded as legitimate involvement for their professional development.
Kenneth Sirotnik (1988) believes that for collaborative endeavors to be successful, the
leaders at all levels must possess, endorse, and communicate a clear, coherent set of
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fundamental educational values to which all participants in the enterprise can be
committed. These leaders must then be willing and able to empower others with the
necessary resources and autonomy for inquiry (p. 179).
"Top-level endorsement and support from each institution’s chief executive
officer" is one of the minimum essentials felt necessary for structuring schooluniversity partnerships according to John Goodlad (1993, pp.27-28). When Frazier
(1988) carried out his study of fourteen (14) school-university partnerships formed
according to Goodlad’s Partnership Model, he found that in two of the most
successful partnerships, the directors of the partnerships held positions as assistant
deans. These particular directors appeared to have obvious advantages over other
directors who were considered to be on the margin in their respective systems.
Serving as directors of the partnerships, the opportunity for assistant deans to
influence the reward system for faculty members had a direct impact on the level of
faculty participation in the partnership. Also, their positions within the organizational
structure of higher education had already assured their acceptance as partnership
leaders because of their perceived "prestige, clout, and credentials" (p. 37). Frazier
noted that one experienced director of an urban school-university partnership
supported assigning the partnership function to a key university level administrator
having other responsibilities because of the many inherent advantages of the informal
networking that naturally exists in such positions.
Other researchers (Stevens, et al. 1992; Gray, 1989; Melaville, 1992; National
School Volunteer Program, 1986) attempting to delineate the essential aspects of
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collaborative alliances frequently include mention of the extreme importance of a
visionary leader or leaders who provide support and credibility to the collaborative
endeavor.

In fact, in Melaville’s work, effective leaders play a key role in the

collaboration’s success as the leaders press each side to understand their partner’s
point of view and the way they perceive the issues and problems at hand; generate
alternative solutions and pursue, from the many interests identified, those that
constitute common ground; and keep participants focused on group goals rather than
personal agendas (p. 25).
Clear. Focused Goals
The second essential ingredient for successful partnerships, according to Frank
Wilbur, is to have a set of clear, focused goals (1993, p.3). He holds that "when an
initiative or new challenge is ill-defined, overly ambitious, poorly organized, or
simply overwhelming in difficulty or complexity it is usually doomed from the start"
(p. 3). Efforts must be made to "establish priorities, target energies, and focus
objectives" (p. 3). Barbara Gray (1989), in writing about interinstitutional
collaborative efforts to constructively explore differences and search for solutions to
common concerns, speaks of the need for agreement on the scope of the
collaboration. She notes that "it is important that parties know up front the scope of
the effort to which they are all committing, since differing expectations can derail the
proceedings" (p. 264).

Scope, according to Gray, includes the general problem

domain and the intent of the collaboration (i.e., the goals). The scope could include
merely information sharing; information sharing and drafting of recommendations to
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address the agreed upon problem; or information sharing, recommendations, and
implementation of an action plan. Evaluation of the process could also be added to
the scope of the project if the stakeholders agreed. In any of these instances, all
stakeholders must understand what the scope or outcomes (e.g., narrow or broad) of
their collaboration will be. One party cannot expect only to share information while
the other party expects resolution of the problematic situation.
In reviewing the Goodlad Partnership Model which was the basis on which the
fourteen (14) school-university partnerships involved in the National Network for
Educational Renewal (NNER) project were established, Frazier (1988) found that the
partnerships had not consistently adopted a set of clearly defined education goals. To
Frazier, in his many interviews and survey responses, it appeared that the parties had
heard the importance of joint meetings, interacting, and flexibility, but obviously had
failed to hear the need to focus on program and structural changes which would
achieve the specific ends of the partnerships. Unfortunately, Frazier’s research led to
the conclusion that there was a great tendency for leaders in the partnerships to
undervalue the establishment of clear goals and purposes with the result of diluting
the partnership focus. Such partnerships had a greater potential for being carried off
into different directions or to less extensive goals, a lowered sense of satisfaction for
those participating in the efforts, and a greater willingness to settle for dialogue rather
than achievement of an action oriented agenda (pp. 18-19). Thus, defining and
agreeing upon a certain set of partnership goals was deemed crucial to the
partnership’s success.
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Economics
According to Wilbur, careful consideration of the economics involved to
support partnership endeavors is essential. Economics in this instance includes all of
those resources, financial and otherwise, that are necessary to initiate and maintain the
project. A plan must be in place for making the transition to local funding especially
when the initial funding source ends as in the case of state, federal, or foundation
grants (p.4). This goes along with Barbara Gray's assessment of the budget’s impact
on collaborative alliances in that she states that "budget cycles discourage using
collaborative approaches because resources need to be projected well in advance of
opportunities for collaboration" (p. 255). For Goodlad (1988), financial support for
the partnership project must be guaranteed by establishing a separate operating budget
with the partnership director having the ability to authorize expenditures as the
partnership members deemed appropriate. Even if one of the partners should
volunteer to provide the partnership director from their own institution, it must be
clearly understood that this person would report directly to the partnership members
in performing partnership functions and not to the institution contributing this
resource (p. 28).
In Frazier’s study of the fourteen NNER school-university partnerships, he
found that fiscal problems were seldom mentioned as a significant factor retarding the
effectiveness of the partnership. Partnership members responding to Frazier’s
inquiries regarding money matters felt that when the program of the partnership was
deemed to have value, monies were provided by the universities and school districts
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(Frazier, 1988, p.40). Dollar amounts in these particular alliances was not viewed as
the important fiscal resource; rather, the great amount of "donated" professional time,
work space, and clerical support were considered more valuable. Consequently, the
economics to which Wilbur refers, since he does not mention dollar amounts, should
also include those donated resources that would otherwise cost the partnership a
tremendous amount of money. Resources of all kinds must be pooled and
reconfigured to achieve the hoped for results according to Melaville (1992, pp. 3132). "From the beginning, collaboratives need to share staff time and expertise, inkind services, and especially funds. The commitment of resources is the acid test of
any joint effort's determination to make a difference and a prime factor in
determining whether partnership goals are likely to be institutionalized, replicated,
and expanded" (p. 32). Cynthia Flynn and Gloria Harbin, in their evaluation of
interagency coordination efforts (1987), lend support to this necessary commitment of
resources: money, people, and facilities. The availability and nature of these
resources have a profound influence on what the interagency collaboration can
accomplish (p. 38).
Project Selection and Fostering Ownership
When Wilbur refers to project selection and fostering ownership (p. 4) he
states that partnerships are best when they focus on problematic areas common to both
institutions in the alliance. Additionally, the concern should be one that is consistent
with the cultural values of both environments; otherwise, one partner may feel that
the needs of their particular institution are not being addressed. Fostering ownership
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of the problematic area and the possible solutions must also be accomplished by
including all of the stakeholders from the very beginning of the endeavor. All
participants must feel that they have had input from the beginning.
Gray adds support to Wilbur’s notion that focus on project selection and
fostering ownership is critical to the success of any collaborative enterprise. By
including stakeholders at the various levels along the vertical hierarchy of an
organization, ownership is more likely throughout the organization. Representatives
from the various levels (e.g., district central office administrators, area coordinators,
principals, and teachers in a school division) should be solicited for participation even
at the initial partnership design stages of any partnership. Inclusion of those
individuals with the power to direct the implementation of the partnership decisions is
especially important as well (p. 262). Once all of the stakeholders have been
identified and invited to participate, they must see a compelling reason to try
collaboration. They must foresee that there will be gains for their organization as
well as for the other member of the partnership (p. 263). Only when the participants
realize that the gains made in a joint effort are far greater than any gains that could be
obtained in isolation, will there be joint ownership of the problem and joint
responsibility for the solution and its implementation.
Goodlad, over the past four decades that he has promoted school-university
partnerships, has often mentioned the symbiotic nature that is necessary for a
partnership to succeed. He refers to this symbiotic relationship as a joining together
of two different kinds of institutions for the satisfaction of mutual self-interests. The
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very agenda for collaboration must grow out of the overlap between the two
institutions and each partner must see satisfaction of the self-interests of the other as
essential to the satisfaction of its own. The assumption is that each partnership will
seek to clarify and promulgate a small set of beliefs about what education is and what
this conception means for priorities, programs, and practices with the end result being
joint ownership for all of the partnership activities (pp. 23-25).
In his 1992 publication, What It Takes: Structuring Interagency Partnerships
to Connect Children and Families with Comprehensive Services. Melaville states that
the absence of major players in the collaborative effort will affect the shape and
effectiveness of the initiative’s final plan (p.26). "Potential participants have to see
that the benefits of partnership outweigh the advantages of continued independence"
(p. 27). Ownership of a common problem must be held by all participants;
otherwise, the partnership efforts may be undermined and never brought to fruition
because one party may not perceive that they are sharing equally in the benefits of the
partnership efforts and simply withdraw their support prematurely. Flynn and Harbin
divide the key stakeholders into three types of people: facilitators/leaders, group
members, and key decision makers. According to these authors, all three types are
essential in planning, developing, "selling,” and implementing any collaborative
endeavor (1987, p. 39).
Governance and Communication
The challenge of educators in meeting today’s educational needs, according to
Frank Wilbur, is to overcome structural barriers in the K-16+ continuum. That is
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why he includes governance and communication functions within the partnership as
crucial elements that can impact the alliance in either a negative or positive manner
(p. 4). With the ability of the partners to listen to each other and articulate the
expected services and programs effectively, members learn to tolerate instances when
things do not go as expected and are less likely to point the finger of blame at the
other party. Flynn and Harbin state that a plan for effective communication and
written procedures for the administration of interinstitutional projects is essential to
the success of the collaboration (1987, pp. 39-40). How the participants will interact
for the duration of the endeavor is a part of the process which must be considered
from the very beginning. Unfortunately, when interinstitutional programs are initiated
with haste in an effort to appear action-oriented, much is lost because lines of
communication and clear procedures have not been established and agreed upon.
Everyone is not reading from the same sheet of music!
Goodlad simply states that every partnership needs "an orderly process of
endorsing and encouraging all projects and activities undertaken in the partnership so
as to assure widespread understanding and a minimum of bureaucratic procedures and
control" (1988, p. 28). Governance of the partnership should remain simplistic while
communication is open, honest, and frequent, both horizontally and vertically within
the organizations. Barbara Gray’s Collaborating (1989), regarding how to foster
successful interorganizational collaborations, supports this need for agreed upon
procedures and communication channels. In fact, she devotes individual chapters of
her book to establishing effective means of resolving conflicts and overcoming
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obstacles within the alliances. Gray appears to be a firm believer in having a step-bystep plan by which everyone can anticipate the next move.
Evaluation
Evaluation is now an often heard word in society as organizations move
toward operating more on a data-driven decision-making basis. A commitment to
meaningful evaluation of partnership projects must be included in the design of any
partnership according to Wilbur. "After examining hundreds of partnerships over the
years, it is clear that an underlying commitment to instructional and program
evaluation is essential and someone has to be given the responsibility to do this.
Evaluation needs to be built into every collaborative activity; preferably professional,
independent evaluation" (p. 5). Implementation of plans without an evaluation
component is fatal.
Support. Rewards, and Recognition
The seventh factor which Wilbur perceives as essential for successful alliances
is an underlying support system that includes attention to necessary training needs,
suitable support materials, and appropriate rewards and recognition for staff
participation. As to the latter, Wilbur references the need to take a look at the
tenure, promotion, and reward system utilized at institutions of higher education.
Much as others (Altbach, 1981; Boyer, 1990; Keller, 1985) have advocated redefining
how to fulfill the triparte mission of higher education (i.e., teaching, scholarship, and
service), Wilbur states that this redefinition is critical to the longevity of schooluniversity partnerships. With school-university connections being appropriately
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rewarded, it is more likely that public school and higher education staff will engage in
collaborative endeavors. Otherwise, there simply is not enough time for professors to
meet all o f the demands of the promotional criteria (e.g., publication, research) in
higher education settings or for public school teachers to fulfill the instructional and
extracurricular demands inherent in working in a public school setting.
Time for collaborative planning and implementation of the collaborative
project must be considered if "burnout" is to be prevented. Silverman and Winstein,
in School-Universitv Partnerships in Action: Concepts. Cases, and Concerns (1988),
emphasize the need for campus and public school educators to join together in a
common organization with sufficient autonomy from the organizations they now serve
to work out their common destiny. To do this, however, reward systems, especially
at the university level, must change and there must be acknowledgement of the worth
of such alliances to both entities.
Barbara Gray (1989) speaks extensively to the subject of appropriate
participant training whenever two or more organizations enter into collaborative
projects. In her book, Collaborating, she examines the step-by-step process of
collaboration as well as training needs in the areas of conflict resolution, mediated
negotiations, and dealing with power and politics in collaboration. Gray firmly
believes that all participants in the alliance must be trained on the same collaborative
techniques so that they are able to distinguish between content and process and
become the most effective and efficient possible in their group actions.
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Networking
Networking is the next element that Wilbur addresses in developing successful
partnerships. He makes it clear that educators should not try to reinvent the wheel.
Rather, educators contemplating entering into a school-university partnership should
access every piece of information available on various sound partnerships currently in
operation. Attendance at local, state, and regional conferences on partnerships;
accessing data bases; and perusing directories and newsletters pertaining to
partnerships should lend valuable information so that new partnerships can avoid
spending unnecessary time, energy, and finances on unproductive plans and activities.
Many other advocates (Sirotnik and Goodlad, 1988; Gray, 1989; National School
Volunteer Program, 1986; Skiba, Polsgrove, and Nasstrom, 1993) of collaborative
endeavors, suggest this same means of putting into practice the best plan possible
based on lessons learned by some of the forerunners in collaboration.
Relative Advantage
As a final factor in establishing and maintaining a successful school-university
partnership, Wilbur includes "relative advantage," the idea that individual educators
weigh the benefits of becoming involved in a new program or practice in terms of
how the partnership will improve their own life or the lives of their students.
Educators contemplating participation in a school-university partnership will inevitably
ask themselves such questions as whether the proposed alliance will make their jobs
of educating easier, more fulfilling, more difficult, or more time consuming. If they
can identify some benefits for themselves or their students, they will probably put
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forth the added effort to collaborate. However, they will continually reassess the
merits of their involvement and consequently, positive outcomes will have to occur at
the single unit level for each educator, classroom, or school site. Wilbur suggests
that the analysis of success must occur at these levels rather than on a division-wide
or regional level because of the "relative advantage.” Others too (Gray, 1989;
Melaville, 1992; Pugach and Johnson, 199S; Sirotnik and Goodlad, 1988) have
acknowledged the importance of keeping the collaborative efforts on a local level. In
other words, the persons discussing the goals, designing a plan to meet those goals,
implementing the plan, and evaluating the success of their efforts should be one in the
same. For instance, if a goal of a particular partnership is to improve student
achievement, teachers working at individual school sites must be involved in the
overall planning. Having teachers from several school sites within the division do the
initial overall planning for all of the schools in the division and then delegating the
implementation of the plan to teachers at individual schools will generally meet with
failure. Failure of the project results because ownership at the point of
implementation is negligible and commitment to the project is less than ideal.
Individuals directly impacted by the alliance must generally realize a personal benefit
for their continued support and involvement; this is the relative advantage to which
Wilbur speaks.
In offering these nine factors as critical to the initiation of a successful schooluniversity partnership, Frank Wilbur reinforces his belief that "well-intended,
comprehensive, but naively planned partnerships are usually doomed from the start"
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(p. 6). He proposes a master plan that includes consideration of all of the above and
then implementation of a systematic and achievable step-by-step plan upon which to
build the partnership into the everyday way in which educators do business.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY

Research Questions
In completing the research involved in this case study, the answer to one
overall research question was sought: To what extent does Wilbur’s model for
school-university partnerships fit when applied to a highly successful school-university
partnership? The study sought evidence of the existence of Wilbur’s nine essential
elements of school-university partnerships. To assist in answering the overall
research question, answers to subsidiary questions formulated from information
pertaining to the nine critical elements of Wilbur’s model were examined.
Subsidiary Research Questions
(1)

Leadership Support: Are the key leaders of the collaborating
institutions supportive of the alliance?

(2)

Clear, Focused Goals: Is there a set of agreed upon goals which
clearly delineates the priorities of the partnership?

(3)

Economics: Are adequate resources allocated to support the completion
of the planned partnership activities?

(4)

Project Selection and Fostering Ownership: Do all stakeholders for the
identified problematic area have ownership in the project since its
initiation?

(5)

Project Selection and Fostering Ownership: Is the problematic area
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selected for intervention a common concern of the collaborating
parties?
(6)

Governance and Communication: Do the partnership members use an
orderly process by which to communicate and carry out their
objectives?

(7)

Evaluation: Is an on-going evaluative component being implemented to
promote continual improvement of the partnership operations?

(8)

Support, Rewards, and Recognition: Is participation in the partnership
planning and implementation recognized and rewarded accordingly?

(9)

Networking: What information about existing partnerships was used, if
any, in designing this particular partnership?

(10)

Relative Advantage: Are the participants and their students in this
partnership personally benefitting from the efforts of this collaborative
endeavor?

(11)

To what essential factors, if any, do the participants of the partnership
attribute their partnership success other than the ones suggested by
Wilbur?

(12)

How do participants in the partnership rank the significance of the nine
elements that comprise Wilbur’s framework?

Research Design
Case Selection
Drawing upon the literature pertaining to collaborative endeavors in general,
various interinstitutional alliances, educational partnerships, and school-university
linkages specifically, a conceptual framework was generated which was tested in the
case study of an existing school-university partnership. In case study research,
several means have been suggested for selecting an appropriate site for study.
Merriam (1990, p. 48) lists nine different types of purposeful sampling. For this
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particular study, the reputational-case selection was used; that is, the site for study
was chosen based on the recommendations of experienced experts in the area of
school-university partnerships (Letters or Telephone Notes of Support for the Selected
Site appear in Appendix B).
Initially, partnership information was requested by letter from fifty schooluniversity partnerships listed in the third edition of Linking America’s Schools and
Colleges; Guide to Partnerships and National Directory (Wilbur and Lambert. 1991).
These partnerships were selected based upon their geographical location in the eastern
half of the United States and indications that they had been in operation for four or
more years. Four years of operation was used as it was anticipated that four years
was the minimum period required to demonstrate the initial establishment and
maintenance of a successful partnership. Based on the information received regarding
twenty-nine of the fifty partnerships and the recommendations of several experts in
the field of school-university partnerships, one partnership was selected and
approached regarding participation in this case study. Although the director of the
partnership agreed verbally in March, 199S to participate in this study, his resignation
from the directorship as of July 1, 1995 made it necessary to approach a second
partnership. In July, 1995, the newly appointed, acting director expressed her regrets
that a partnership planning committee had decided that their particular partnership
would not be available for study as it had been studied excessively during the past two
years. Thus, a second highly recommended school-university partnership was
approached regarding participation in the study.
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One of the recognized experts was Franklin Wilbur, Director of Syracuse
University’s Project Advance and co-author of Linking America’s Schools and
Colleges, a descriptive publication of over one thousand school-university partnerships
across the nation. Wilbur has studied over two thousand school-university
partnerships and now has descriptions of these alliances in the 1995 revised edition of
Linking America’s Schools and Colleges. In a telephone conversation on September
5, 1995, Dr. Wilbur confirmed the success of the Center for Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession in Laurelton, Oklahoma, the second
partnership approached to participate in this study. His indication that the partnership
had proven to be a ‘premier example of a sound, durable, and effective operation that
had successfully continued to have a positive impact in the establishment and
maintenance of various collaborative projects’ along with the original comments and
letter o f endorsement from Sarah Steel (1995) of the Benedum Project at West
Virginia University, pinpointed the Laurelton partnership as an excellent site for this
study. Initial contacts with the director of the Laurelton partnership, Ray Hobbs,
proved very positive and were subsequently followed by an approval to pursue this
study at the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession at
the University of Laurelton, Oklahoma (Hobbs, 1995).
Data Collection Procedure
Since qualitative data consist of detailed descriptions of situations, events,
people, interactions, and observed behaviors (Merriam, 1990), information pertaining
to the Oklahoma partnership was obtained by employing multiple methods of data
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collection. "Methodological triangulation combines dissimilar methods such as
interviews, observations, and physical evidence to study the same unit. The rationale
for this strategy is that the flaws of one method are often the strengths of another, and
by combining methods, observers can achieve the best of each, while overcoming
their unique deficiencies" (Merriam, 1990, p. 69). Specifically in this study,
historical document review, interviews with selected key informants, and focus group
interviews were utilized to gather data about this school-university partnership which
currently focuses primarily on professional development schools.
Document Review
Historical documents regarding the Center for the Collaborative Advancement
of the Teaching Profession were reviewed for content and consistency in answering
the main and subsidiary research questions. Document information was utilized to
corroborate data gathered by other means. The documents reviewed included initial
proposal paperwork, interim and final evaluative reports, the meeting agendas and
minutes of the Center’s steering committee, and program descriptions and articles
pertaining to the activities of the Center.
Selection of Interviewees
Initial face-to-face interviews were conducted with individuals felt to be most
knowledgeable of the Center’s activities: the director of the Center, the director of
the public school’s professional development academy, the University of Laurelton’s
president's designee, three university collaborative liaisons, the dean of the University
of Laurelton’s School of Education, three public school administrators, the past public
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school administrative liaison, four public school collaborating teachers, the liaison for
the Ozar Valley Educational Cooperative, the coordinator of dissemination, and two
School of Education graduate students.

As suggested by Merriam (1990, p. 77),

these individuals were then asked to identify other key informants who were
subsequently interviewed in either an individual or focus group setting. As
anticipated, the individuals included in the second set of interviews were those
individuals closest to the point of implementation of the Center’s activities: four
public school mentor teachers, five school of education graduate students, the first
administrative assistant to the Center’s Director, the second and current
administrative assistant to the Center’s Director, and an assistant in Oklahoma’s state
program for advancing collaborative activities. In order to keep the interview within
the qualitative domain, as suggested by Bogdan and Biklen (1992), the interviews
were semistructured with an interview guide (Appendix D) serving to direct the
process along the lines of interest in this study, but providing enough latitude that the
subjects also had a chance to help shape the content of the interview. Structured
questions were utilized to obtain some comparable data across subjects while openended questions were developed to allow the interviewees the opportunity to express
freely their perspectives on the general topic of school-university partnerships and
their operation. All interviewees received a letter of introduction and signed an
interviewee consent form (Appendix C) at the time of the interviews. All subjects
agreed to taped recordings of the interviews and these recordings were subsequently
transcribed and interpreted. All informants were assured of anonymity. Two
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telephone interviews were utilized for key individuals who were unavailable for faceto-face meetings. One interviewee, the coordinator of dissemination, subsequently
withdrew consent to use the interview material which had been obtained and requested
that the taped recording be destroyed due to personal reasons. Consequently, this one
interview was deleted from the analysis and the tape destroyed.
The individuals who participated in the focus group interviews during the week
of May 13 - 17, 1996 were selected from two larger pools of public school mentor
teachers and University of Laurelton graduate student teachers. These two particular
groups were chosen for the focus group interviews as a result of the transcribed
information of the 19 taped interviews obtained in the first visit to the Center during
the week of January 15 - 19, 1996. Information from these two groups was felt to be
lacking in quantity and richness when compared to that of the other groups
represented (e.g., public school and university administrators). Frequently during the
interviews with the mentor teachers and graduate students, they responded to the
structured questions and any further probes by stating: I don’t know or I’m not
familiar with that; you’d have to ask Ray Hobbs.
For the focus groups, as suggested by Greenbaum (1993, pp. 3, 49, 197 ), a
greater number of qualified persons (i.e., those anticipated to possess the desired
information) were originally invited to participate in the focus group interview
sessions than actually required. Normally, twenty percent more participants than
desired are invited (e.g., 12 for actual full groups of 8 to 10; 10 for actual
minigroups of 4 to 6) in order to account for no shows. In both focus groups for this
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study, the researcher desired minigroups of 6 individuals from each group: 6 mentor
teachers in the first focus group interview and 6 graduate student teachers in the
second focus group. With 6 participants in a focus group interview which is
generally one and one-half hours in length, each participant has an average of 15
minutes to participate. According to Greenbaum, minigroups are more desirable than
full groups since the information obtained from each participant is (theoretically)
almost doubled.
At the appointed time of the two, one and one-half hour long focus group
sessions, 4 mentor teachers reported to participate in the first session while 5 student
teachers participated in second session. All participants of each group offered
information freely and no one person appeared to dominate either group. The second
session with the student teachers did extend past the scheduled one and one-half hours
to approximately two and one-quarter hours. This is felt to reflect the extra time
necessary to redirect the group from their discussions of concerns pertaining to their
graduate program rather than the actual activities of the Center. All interview
schedules and locations for both visits were arranged for the researcher by either the
director or administrative assistant of the Center.
Data Analysis
Upon completion of the document reviews and interviews, all recordings of the
interviews were transcribed verbatim with interpretations noted in a separate parallel
column. These typed transcriptions with the interpretations noted were then
forwarded to the interviewees. Confirmation of the accuracy of the interpretations
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and permission to quote certain highlighted material were requested of all
interviewees. With the exception of one interviewee, all individuals returned their
confirmation form indicating the accuracy of the interpretations and giving their
permission to quote their interview material.
Once confirmed by the interviewees, the interview interpretations, along with
the material from the documents, were entered into individual charts like the one
appearing in Appendix E. Information contained in the charts was then compiled and
analyzed according to each one of Wilbur’s factors; inferences were drawn by
examining the frequency and consistency of the evidence gained as well as any
conflicting information pertaining to each factor. These inferences regarding Wilbur’s
nine essential factors were then synthesized to determine to what extent these factors
exist in the design, implementation, and maintenance of the collaborative efforts
between the University of Laurelton and the surrounding school districts.
Definitions, Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations
Definitions
School-universitv partnership: This phrase connotes a voluntary, collegial
relationship established between public school instructional and/or administrative
employees and university faculty and/or administrators for the mutual benefit of all
participants as they jointly pursue educational reform measures.
Successful School-Universitv partnership: A successful school-university
partnership is regarded as a collaborative effort between educators of a university and
the public schools that has evaluative data available indicating the achievement of
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established project goals as well as a recognized favorable/positive reputation from
experts in the field.
The Center: The Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession is the formal title of the particular school-university partnership studied;
however, persons familiar with this collaborative and its activities, refer to it as
simply the Center due to the difficulty in remembering the full title and its
lengthiness. (To improve the integrity of the data, anonymity of the interviewees was
assured by changing all identifying names of the collaborating institutions and the
individuals who participated in this study.)
Universities: For the sake of brevity, the term "university" has been used to
denote the institutions of higher education to be included in this study, or the
discussion of the study, rather than specifying each time, "colleges, universities, and
community colleges."
Assumptions
The underlying assumption of this study was that school-university
partnerships are promising arrangements in which the participants openly share ideas
and resources. It was also assumed that their united efforts can bring about positive
changes in our current educational endeavors in public schools and institutions of
higher education.
A further assumption was that, by uncovering evidence of the existence of
certain elements (i.e., elements regarded as supportive factors in developing a
successful school-university partnership) in an already successful school-university
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partnership, then a conceptual framework will have been supported or modified by
which to design other successful endeavors. In selecting the partnership for this case
study, it was assumed that persons functioning closest to the instructional environment
would have the information pertinent to examining the elements operating in a
partnership. Additionally, it was assumed that research into the partnership
documents would reveal evidence of some or all of the elements which comprise the
model for successful partnership.
Limitations
Since the school-university partnership serving as the case study subject for
this research was particular to the area in which it exists - a large urban western city,
Laurelton, Oklahoma - the results of this study may not generalize to other
geographical areas differing in the number of public schools and institutions of higher
education available to enter into such partnerships. Additionally, the other significant
demographic variables (e.g., socioeconomic condition, political climate, multicultural
mix) of the area in which the partnership exists may limit the transferability of the
findings to areas dissimilar in these respects.
In spite of the fact that Wilbur's conceptual framework was used to examine
the existence of critical factors in a successful school-university partnership, he also
served as one of the four sources of expert knowledge regarding the recommendation
of this particular school-university partnership for study. This must be considered as
another limitation of this study.
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Delimitations
Although there are many different types of partnerships today, this study has
focused only on one partnership intentionally designed to include members from the
two groups indicated - public schools and institutions of higher education. It has not
been the purpose of this study to investigate other types of partnerships which may be
arranged between schools, universities, and other community agencies such as social
services, civic leagues, or social clubs (e.g., Lions Club, Daughters of the American
Revolution, Shriners, Community Services Boards). Neither was it the intent to
examine those partnerships that may be formed between private K-12 schools and
institutions of higher education.
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CHAPTER FOUR
INTERVIEW AND DOCUMENT ANALYSIS

Purpose
The purpose of this chapter is to examine the school-university partnership that
has existed between the University of Laurelton (UofL) and the public school districts
surrounding it. The investigation proceeded by attempting to determine whether
certain factors had been considered in the establishment of the partnership; these nine
critical factors are those promoted by Franklin Wilbur of Syracuse University and
Project Advance in a recent (1993) article, "Building School-College Partnerships that
Endure." Wilbur contends that these nine (9) factors (i.e., leadership support; clear,
focused goals; economics; project selection and fostering ownership; governance and
communication; evaluation; support, rewards, and recognition; networking; and
relative advantage) warrant consideration in order to establish and maintain successful
school-university collaborations. He does not rank them in any order or place a
priority on any particular one (see Appendix A for a brief description of each of the
nine factors). Both document analysis and interviews were conducted in pursuit of
this evidence.
During the week of January 15 -19, 1996, documents pertaining to the
collaborative activities between UofL and the public schools were reviewed and
44
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analyzed for content. Additionally, persons from the university as well as the
surrounding school districts - university and school administrators, university
professors, school instructional staff, and graduate student teachers - were interviewed
in one of two manners: either on an individual basis or as pairs. Twelve were
interviewed individually while eight were interviewed in four pairs of two each.
Differences were not evident in the responses based on whether it was an individual
or joint interview setting. However, it was very apparent from these initial interviews
that certain groups of individuals, the graduate Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT)
student teachers and the mentor teachers, were somewhat lacking in information
pertaining to the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession. As a follow-up to the interviews in January, two focus group interviews
were arranged with the mentor teachers and graduate students for the week of May 13
- 17, 1996. The following discussion reflects the data obtained through the content
analysis of the documents as well as the accumulated interview material.
Overview of the School-University Partnership
Located in Oklahoma’s largest city, the University of Laurelton has
historically promoted a mission to serve the urban community of Janesville County as
well as the thirteen smaller suburban and rural counties surrounding the city of
Laurelton. This mission has often been fulfilled in a collaborative manner with other
community agencies and professionals. With a reform-oriented state and local school
system, the climate for collaboration has existed and many of the 80 staff members in
the School of Education have taken the opportunity to share, plan, and learn with

Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

46
their public school counterparts.
In 1987, as a direct result of the longstanding history of collaboration between
the University and the schools, the Oklahoma Council on Higher Education (OCHE),
with the support of the Governor and the General Assembly, approved the School of
Education’s original grant proposal to establish the Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession. Housed in the School of Education at
UofL, this Center was the only one of five Oklahoma Centers of Excellence selected
in the field of education. As such, the Center became the umbrella mechanism for
guiding all collaborative activities between the UofL School of Education and the
public schools - both previous collaborative endeavors and future ones. The Center
became an organizational means of documenting the various collaborative
relationships already underway and their end results. With state funds being
specifically allocated to support the Center on an annual basis, it became possible to
appoint and fund individuals to oversee the activities of the Center as well as to
provide some financial support for approved partnership efforts. Over the years, it
was intended that the Center would facilitate wide-reaching systemic change that
would impact the education of individuals K-16+ (School of Education Promotional
Folder; The Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession
Grant Proposal; The Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession Program Profile; Interviews BLW, RH, WE, TB, KJ, and LC).
The JCPS/UofL Collaborating Committee formed in 1983 between the
Janesville County Public Schools (JCPS) and the University of Laurelton was one of
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the longest running projects that was subsumed in 1989 under the umbrella of the
Center. Since 1983, the school district and the university had made equal annual
contributions of $20,000 to this joint committee which then awarded yearly grants to
teams of school and university personnel to implement innovative approaches to
education. The annual grant competition continues to be open to all JCPS and UofL
instructional staff and administrators and grants generally range from $300 to $10,000
with an average grant amount of $2,300. Each collaborative grant proposal must be
clearly co-sponsored by a school and university individual and must include the
significance and objectives of the project, the project design and implementation
strategies, timelines for accomplishment of the objectives with a specific evaluation
component, and a proposed budget. One consideration in determining the JCPS/UofL
grant awards has been the potential of the project to be expanded or maintained after
the initial funding from the Committee; to encourage education professionals to work
together to address mutual concerns of the schools and the university, Coordinating
Committee grant monies were intended to be "seed" monies only.
By the summer of 1993, the Committee had awarded over $300,000 in grants
for over 150 different projects. Although The Center oversees all collaborative
projects with the different school districts, these particular funds are available only to
university personnel and the staff of Janesville County Public Schools in particular.
Janesville County is a large school district with approximately 100,000 students, 150
schools, and 10,000 staff members (Collaborative Ventures. 1990-91, 1992-93, 199394; Coordinating Committee Applications and Award Letters, 1983-1995; Interviews
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DW, BLW, WE, LH, and RH; JCPS New Parent Packet; JCPS/UofL Coordinating
Committee Grant Application, 1996-97; The Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession JCPS/UofL Program Profile, May 1995).
Although the Coordinating Committee described above serves to promote
collaborative efforts with the Janesville County Public Schools exclusively, there has
also been a long tradition of informal partnership projects with the 71 schools
comprising the Ozar Valley Educational Cooperative (OVEC). OVEC is a regional
consortium created by the 13 outlying counties of Laurelton in an effort to pool their
resources for the 33,000 students and 1,500 staff members of their combined school
districts. In 1992, OVEC and UofL entered into a formal partnership supported in
part by resources from The Center. Again, the collaborative relationships that had
existed for more than 20 years between the OVEC and UofL School of Education
staff were subsumed under the management of The Center and a partnership
coordinator from OVEC was appointed to be the full-time partnership liaison with
UofL (Interview KJ, 19 January 1996).
In addition to these two major collaborative undertakings, The Center has
promoted and supported more than 15 other very significant collaborative projects
during its short lifespan of 9 years. These projects have fostered a blending of
university and school staff in order to address mutual concerns such as minority
teacher recruitment, teacher education and continued professional development for K12 staff, improvement of writing skills of students across the curriculum, and
exploration of innovative instructional techniques to increase active student
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participation in their own learning (The Center for the Collaborative Advancement of
the Teaching Profession Program Profiles, Nov. 1994 and Spring 1996).
The successes of the various school-university collaborative relationships that
have characterized the efforts supported by The Center have gained local, state, and
national recognition. With such recognition, the Center provided a fitting schooluniversity partnership for this study (The Center for the Collaborative Advancement
of the Teaching Profession, Program Profile for "Restructuring for Student Success at
Finester High School: A School-University Partnership"; Lieberman, 1995; Stoel,
1995; Steele, 1995; Wilbur, 1995). Consequently, the information presented in this
section of the case study will determine to what extent a particular model for schooluniversity partnership success - that of Franklin Wilbur - fits when applied to a
successful partnership. For clarity in reporting the results of the individual and focus
group interviews and the content analysis of the documents, subsections of this
chapter will address each of the nine (9) factors separately. Prior to the discussion of
the nine factors, however, an explanation of The Center and the roles of the various
individuals involved in the collaborative projects is appropriate.
Unforeseen Aspects of the School-University Partnership
Certain insights were gleaned as the study progressed and several very
pertinent aspects of this school-university partnership were revealed: the indication
that The Center is a concept, not a place; the hierarchical nature of the stakeholders
in the collaborations; and the role of the university’s graduate students.
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The Center as An Umbrella Concept
At first glance, The Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession appeared to be a concrete, physical place - a place or an office space that
housed the director, an administrative assistant, and others directly involved in one
specific collaborative project such as the establishment of professional development
schools (PDSs). However, as the interviews proceeded and the documents were
reviewed, it became apparent that The Center is more accurately depicted as an
umbrella concept or theoretical organization designed to consolidate, encourage, and
manage many separate collaborative projects intended to improve various aspects of
the teaching profession (e.g., practical application of mathematical concepts,
cooperative learning, ongoing professional development for educators K-16+,
improved student-teacher ratios) (Interviews LC, WE, RH, and BLW). Although
there was a sign with the Center’s title on the wall outside the Office of the Dean in
the UofL School of Education, the only individual located inside that office space who
had direct responsibility for any part of the Center’s activities was the administrative
assistant. Otherwise, the director of the Center and other university staff involved in
assorted collaborative endeavors with the public schools were housed in their own
offices in the School of Education building. There is not truly one physical structure
separate from, or within, the School of Education to visit that would be identified as
The Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession.
The Hierarchical Nature of the Stakeholders
The participants interviewed included individuals involved in the planning,
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implementation, and/or evaluation of the Center’s activities: public school central
office staff (i.e., assistant superintendent, executive director, coordinator), building
principals, and mentor teachers (i.e., master teachers who had either volunteered or
been selected to serve as cooperating or mentor teachers for graduate student teachers)
and university administrators (i.e., dean, coordinator, department chairs), professors
(i.e., liaisons to the school sites), and graduate student teachers (i.e., Master of Arts
in Teaching candidates or MATs).
As the interviews were completed, it became evident that the stakeholders in
this particular school-university partnership held positions that were hierarchical in
nature. That is, some participants in the collaboration were actually responsible for
the supervision of other participants within the collaboration. Although it is
considered that the hierarchical nature itself did not hinder the collaborative
relationships that had been formed, it was very obvious that individuals at higher
supervisory levels had more information pertaining to the broader concept and
functions of the Center. For instance, a mentor teacher may have been aware of only
a particular collaborative project, such as the professional development school,
whereas a school administrator was more often aware of several collaborative projects
sponsored by the Center. Similarly, at a supervisory level above the building
principal, such as an executive director or central office coordinator, the knowledge
was even greater regarding numerous collaborative efforts not only with UofL, but
also with other institutions of higher education in the Laurelton area. It is
acknowledged that persons occupying higher levels of supervision would inherently
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have greater opportunity for exposure to the bigger picture and therefore, more
awareness of, and information regarding, the overall collaborative efforts of the
school or university. As a result of this difference in exposure and information, quite
frequently the details included in the responses of the interviewees varied according to
the level of the interviewee in the hierarchy of the school or university organizational
structure. For instance, at the level of the mentor teacher and university liaison,
questions were sometimes answered by referring the interviewer to a person at the
next supervisory level.
The Role of the M aster of Arts in Teaching G raduate Students
One aspect of the Center’s activities that was not explicit from the start of the
study was the level of participation of the Master of Arts in Teaching students. As
they instructed students in K-12 classrooms along side the mentor teachers, the MATs
definitely took part in implementing one particular collaborative project, the
professional development schools. However, it became clear that they were not part
of the planning or evaluation of that collaborative activity or any other partnership
endeavor. Rather, they were beneficiaries of the one collaborative relationship
between the public schools and the UofL School of Education (i.e., the professional
development schools) much like the K-12 students were beneficiaries of those same
collaborative efforts.
After completion of the individual and joint as well as focus group interviews,
the role of the UofL graduate students in the activities of the Center was understood.
Consideration of the MAT role is important in weighing the interpretation of the
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interview material since, understandably, beneficiaries of a school-university
partnership would have perceived the partnership activity differently from the
participants who have been involved directly in the planning, implementation, and
evaluation of the collaborative undertaking.
Wilbur’s Nine Factors - An Examination in Laurelton
Leadership Support
Wilbur describes the leadership support factor as the support of key leaders
within the collaborating institutions: school superintendents and principals; university
presidents, deans, and senior faculty; and school and university boards. He states that
individuals in these key leadership positions must send the "right message" to their
staffs about the value of joining resources and plans to effect educational change. On
a specific partnership level, talented directors must be selected as the leaders and
given authority to act on the partnership plans.
Document Content Analysis
Throughout his tenure as president of UofL from 1981 to 1994, Dwayne Steel
was recognized for his continued belief that the University could make a difference in
the urban community in which it was located. In his 1995 article, Presidential
Legacy, Carl Brust, quoted Steel as saying,
Urban universities are experienced at serving large student populations
whose diversity reflects the social and racial makeup o f our cities . .
.These institutions are agile and timely in responding to demands for
public service in metropolitan areas . . Why not tap this expertise for
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urban service programs to change the status quo in our cities? Teams
of specialists from urban universities could tackle a few big-priority
urban problems and propose possible remedies based on first-rate
research. With adequate federal funding, our urban universities could
accomplish for the cities what agricultural extension once did for our
rural areas, (p. 9)
Over the course of his administration at UofL, Steel was characterized as an
individual who "had moved the university decisively toward its goal of becoming one
of the best urban universities in the country" (Brust, p. 9). Much of Steel’s success
had been attributed to his long-term collaborative relationship with Dennis Itepenski,
the individual who had assumed the superintendency of JCPS at about the same time
that Steel had arrived at UofL. Their relationship appeared to have been a
microscopic version of the friendly relationships which surfaced across the campus
and the county between university staff and school personnel. At the conclusion of
Steel’s administration, awards for research and other service projects stood at about
$30 million a year, including funding for two of Oklahoma’s five Centers of
Excellence, one of those being The Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession.
Steel’s commitment to recognize and reward teaching, research, and service
on the same basis was realized in concrete actions such as encouraging deans to
consider equally all three areas in faculty annual reviews (Brust, p. 10). As stated
throughout the original grant proposal for the Center, the primary reason that UofL
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should have been and was selected and supported as a Center of Excellence in
Education was because of its history of long standing school-university collaboration.
Steel had written of his vision for UofL's community role:
UofL is not an ‘ivory tower’ that thrives on isolation. UofL is an
urban university that has a long, proud association with Laurelton, the
center of a sophisticated urban area. Our mission is to meet the
educational, research, and public service needs of Oklahoma and its
largest metropolitan areas. The city and university must work closely
together to educate and re-educate people to keep pace with the rapid
changes in our shared world. (Brust, p. 11)
Steel proceeded to practice and preach the gospel of "links" statewide for, he wrote,
"herein lies the strength of UofL" (p. 11). Steel continually emphasized that the
university exists because of the community; the community did not exist because of
the university.
From its early beginnings in 1983, the JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee,
submitted annual reports and copies of Collaborative Ventures, a publication of the
Coordinating Committee highlighting funded projects of the Committee, directly to
President Steel and Superintendent Itepenski. These reports were duly acknowledged
by the President and Superintendent through correspondence from these respective
offices. In his letter of April 20, 1989, Warren Mandy, Acting Provost, thanked the
Committee for the annual report and praised the Committee for the magnitude of the
projects implemented and the good publicity generated as a result of their success. A
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similar letter of appreciation appears in the Center’s files from Superintendent
Itepenski (May 11, 1989) stating, "I am extremely pleased with these collaborative
efforts ... the Committee is on the right track and contributing to student success."
Comparable letters in 1990 (Itepenski, Smith) reaffirmed the administrative support of
these offices for the collaborative projects sanctioned under the umbrella of the
Center.
In his column, "from the dean’s desk," (Cavalier Principles, Fall 1994/Winter
1995), Dean Richard Nosburge emphasized his support for the very significant work
that the University of Laurelton has been doing to be responsive to the changing needs
and interests of the surrounding population.

According to Dean Nosburge, the vision

and objectives of the School of Education reinforced former President Steel’s
commitment to the urban community:
The School o f Education will be a community that promotes lifelong
learning among faculty, students, staff, and administrators for the
development and implementation of exemplary and innovative practices
in teaching, scholarship, and service to benefit school systems in the
broader community consistent with the University of Laurelton’s urban
mission. The School will focus on fostering a collegial environment
that honors diversity and supports collaborative relationships and other
approaches appropriate to our work. This environment will provide
opportunities for continual reflection on and assessment of both
innovative and established programs, (p. 8)
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Evidence that the vision statement is, and has been, actualized exists
throughout the literature and documents reviewed regarding the activities of The
Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession. Other issues
of Cavalier Principles, a publication of the UofL School of Education
(Spring/Summer 1993, Fall 1993, Spring/Summer 1994, Spring/Summer 1995, Fall
1995/Winter 1996), as well as Cavaliers (Fall, 1992), a former School of Education
publication that was merged with Cavalier Principles in 1993, have presented
information pertaining to the numerous collaborative school-university activities that
have existed for at least the past 15 years. These demonstrate consistent administrative
support on behalf of the Dean of the School of Education. Specifically, Dean
Nosburge has written on the importance of the cooperative efforts to: recruit minority
teachers through the Minority Teacher Recruitment Project (MTRP) (Spring/Summer
1993), provide alternative degree programs for Career Opportunities in Special
Education (COSE) (Spring/Summer 1993), develop an effective model for both the
preparation of beginning teachers and the continuing professional development of
school and university personnel in the Innovyae Initiative (Spring/Summer 1994), and
modify the teacher preparation program through the design and implementation of a
Masters of Arts in Teaching (MAT) degree which also involved the implementation of
professional development schools (PDSs) (Fall 1993).
Dean Nosburge’s support of, and actual involvement in, numerous
collaborative endeavors with the public schools has been recorded in almost every
document pertaining to the work of the Center. His name appears on the minutes of
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the Center’s Steering Committee meetings for the period of June 1987 to June 1991, a
time during which that Committee was very active and meeting twice a month to
determine exactly what the focus of the Center would be from year to year and how
those ideas would be operationalized. In feet during that time, Dean Nosburge co
directed the Center with then Associate Superintendent of Janesville County Public
Schools, Tremaine Boston, and continued in that position until July 1, 1991 at which
time he appointed Ray Hobbs to the directorship. Not only was the Dean supportive
in a visible and symbolic manner, but also in a very concrete way until the Center’s
activities became so expansive as to require more time than he could expend. He
announced that Hobbs would be released from approximately 3/4 teaching time to
work in the Center as the director. With the appointment to the directorship, Hobbs
was given full authority to make decisions on behalf of the Center (Interviews TB,
RH, and RN; Minutes of the Steering Committee Meeting, June 1987 to June 11,
1991).
Summary of Document Content Analysis. Clearly, written documentation
provides evidence that key leaders at both institutions - UofL and the public schools supported symbolically, philosophically, physically, and financially the collaborative
efforts of these separate educational entities which have made for a more relevant and
cohesive K-16+ educational continuum. The documents suggest that leadership
support does exist in this successful school-university partnership.
Individual or Paired Interviews
Results of the data analysis for the individual and joint interviews revealed
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some very distinct differences in the perceptions of the persons interviewed. The
interviewer posed questions pertaining to the participant’s perception of how
supportive the key leaders in the schools and the university had been regarding the
collaborative projects in which the interviewees have been involved (see Appendix C
for the Questionnaire Protocol). Responses to the queries were influenced by the
hierarchical position of the respondent. That is, each group represented tended to
perceive their immediate supervisors or superiors as the key leaders who were
responsible for the success of the partnership activity. For instance, graduate student
teachers viewed their mentor teachers and the university liaisons as the key leaders,
and mentor teachers perceived the principals of the buildings as the supportive key
leaders. Similarly, the school principals, coordinators, and directors along with the
university liaisons mentioned the superintendents of schools, the dean of the School of
Education, and the university president as the key leaders lending support to their
collaborative endeavors. All interviewees in these exchanges expressed their
perception that key leadership support was present for the school-university
partnership activities existing under the umbrella of the Center.
Statements pertaining to leadership support, such as the one made by the dean
of the School of Education, characterized such perceptions when he observed, "The
conventional wisdom is that leadership has to support change.... I think the fact that
the dean has certain prerogatives in the school makes it helpful....I think a Center like
this would have a tough time if the dean were trying to undermine or thwart it
(Interview RN)." Another statement offered about The Center’s activities by a school
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administrator, an associate superintendent, also emphasized the importance of
leadership support in at least a visible sense: "I think the political role that the
superintendent and president played were that of permission givers, but they went
beyond that and provided lots of symbolic means of support in their physical presence
at events that were co-sponsored” (Interview TB). This viewpoint was further
corroborated when another school administrator, the executive director of JCPS’
professional development academy, commented that the retirement two years ago of
the school’s superintendent, Itepenski, did weaken the schools’ leadership support for
the partnership activities for a short time; initiatives brought about by the new
superintendent and the additional administrative changes inherent in most
superintendency changes took priority until recently. Now, however, leadership
support is once again being generated to encourage the established school-university
collaboration (Interview DW, 16 January 1996; Interview TB, 19 January 1996).
Instructional staff echoed the sentiment of the administrative staff in their
belief that support from key leaders in both institutions was absolutely crucial to the
success o f any collaborative endeavor. As she expounded on the need for support to
do the work that she had been doing with the UofL masters of arts and science
student teachers, one public school mentor teacher’s comment went something like
this: Our principal Renard Barry, Ray Hobbs, Dixie Kane, and our superintendent in
Thomas County support what we are doing collaboratively (Interview GF). Later, a
university professor expressed a similar feeling when she said, ”. . . the dean could
not have been more supportive. He wanted me to do it. I even started keeping the
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president informed" (Interview BLW). In all instances of interviewing the public
school instructional and administrative staff during January, comparable opinions
unfolded.
On the other hand, two university individuals (one also being chair of a
department) expressed the belief that although they felt that key leaders such as the
school superintendent and university president of the collaborating institutions
certainly have allowed the collaborative efforts, they did not truly perceive that the
support of these key leaders was what made the Center’s efforts as successful as they
have been. Rather, they contended that the success of the collaborative activities
stemmed from the work of committed individuals in the school of education and at the
separate school sites. These two interviewees expressed their ideas on the topic by
clarifying that although they would agree that key leaders have been supportive, it
was not the support of any one individual that made for success. Rather, success has
been possible through the efforts put forth in many different kinds of friendly
relationships that have been built over the years between committed school and
university individuals who felt that together they could make a difference.
Summary of Individual or Paired Interviews. In sum, the individual and joint
interviews contribute additional evidence that the key leaders in the collaborating
institutions have supported, at least in a symbolic manner, the various partnership
activities. The twenty-two individuals interviewed in these meetings were unanimous
in their perceptions that the key leaders in JCPS, OVEC, and UofL have supported
the collective efforts to reform and improve educational opportunities in the
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community. The unified testimonies of these education professionals strengthens the
implications of the written documents that leadership support has existed, and
continues, in the school-university collaboration established between UofL and the
surrounding school districts.
Focus Group Interviews
In the focus group interviews completed in May, the information gathered was
more pertinent to each person’s individual public school setting rather than generic to
the overall operation of the Center. This is felt to have resulted from the fact that
these mentor teachers and MAT students have experienced their roles in the
collaborative projects most often and most intensely in the K-12 classrooms at the
school sites. The mentor teachers or MAT students rarely had the opportunity to
interact with the district’s superintendent, the university’s president, or the dean of the
School of Education. Therefore, these particular individuals have had little exposure
to the key leaders beyond the level of the principals in their buildings and the
university liaisons assigned to their schools. Comments from these individuals clearly
indicated that they have had less exposure to the broader aspects of the Center.
Consequently, their remarks necessarily reflected more limited perspectives from the
classrooms. For instance, one MAT student stated, "You hear about the Center, but I
don’t really know what it’s about" (Interview LW, 16 May 1996). Another student
added, "I didn’t even know there was a Center" (Interview TA, 16 May 1996). A
third MAT declared, "I think that Ray might have told us about it at the beginning of
the year, but we were so involved in what we were going to have to do this year that
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... it went right past us" (Interview JL, 16 May 1996).
Mentor Teachers Focus Group. The four mentor teachers in the first group
consistently perceived that the building principal was supportive of their work with
UofL; however, when queried about the support of the superintendent or other
possible central office administrators, they admitted that they had not actually
considered whether central office staff was supportive or involved. One teacher
expressed the sentiments of her group when she said, "I see that our principal has
worked with Dixie [a UofL partnership liaison] and the staff here [to make the project
a success]. In fact, I don’t feel like we’re all together supported that much at the
central office..." (Interview VW, 15 May 1996). Heads nodded in agreement and
utterances of "right," "yes," and "I guess..." reinforced the perception of this
participant; all four of the mentor teachers agreed that building level administrative
support had been demonstrated in their particular settings (Interview VW, MB, GM,
and JS, 15 May 1996).
Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT) Students Focus Group. From their
position at the bottom of the hierarchy of all collaborating participants, the MATs’
comments clearly indicated that for them, the specific university liaisons and mentor
teachers with whom they collaborated were perceived as the key leaders lending
support to their work in the public schools. All five MATs perceived their mentor
teachers as lending leadership support to the program; however, the perception of the
level of leadership support demonstrated by the university liaisons varied according to
the particular liaison. One MAT’S comment clearly indicated this when she stated,
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"My mentor teacher said that she did not hear from the liaison all year; he’s very
low, low profile.” She then added, "I feel like my mentor teacher should be a
professor; she has taught me so much so she should be teaching us [not the liaisons]"
(Interview TA, 16 May 1996). The other four MATs did not comment specifically
about their particular liaisons, but Lissa did express the idea that Ray Hobbs and
Dixie Kane were viewed by most MATs as the "big top people" who started the
program and it would have been beneficial if all the MATs could have met with Ray
and Dixie rather than just their assigned liaisons. When questioned about the support
of the liaison with the mentor teacher in that particular instance, Lissa indicated that
her liaison met with the mentor teacher once a week and then with the MAT right
afterwards to ensure that all three of them shared the same understanding on a
particular issue. Support from her liaison was evident in his frequent visits and desire
to keep the communication lines open (Interview LW, 16 May 1996).
During the discussion of the liaisons and mentor teachers as supporters of the
collaboration between UofL and the schools, Tam sen mentioned that she felt that the
principals too should provide support for their work in the schools. This thought
invited comments from two other MATs: one stated immediately, "Our principal
would not do it” while the other one added, "I think she thinks we are a phase....My
mentor teacher said she probably has no clue what a PDS [professional development
school] is" (Interview LW & JB, 16 May 1996). Further discussion followed and it
became very clear that two of the five MATs had very definite feelings that the
principal in their elementary school was not only nonsupportive, but additionally, very
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unaware of the extent and true nature of the collaborative activity between the
university and this particular school. Lissa’s and Jacquelyn’s comments often had a
disapproving tone and explicitly displayed their contention that the principal with
whom they had contact had not even been aware of the collaboration on a superficial
level.
In contrast to the views of Iissa and Jacquelyn, three of the five MATs Joslyn, Ann, and Tam sen - expressed that their principals were supportive of the new
collaborative teacher preparation program. Joslyn and Ann shook their heads to
affirm the statement made by Tamsen when she remarked that her school
administration had been very supportive of her presence and the collaboration between
her mentor teacher and the university liaison. Tamsen communicated that her
principal had understood the efforts being made to produce exceptionally well-trained
first year teachers and that she had worked well with all of the collaborators; Joslyn
and Ann echoed this sentiment (Interviews JL, TA, AF, JB, and LW, 16 May 1996).
Summary o f Focus Group Interviews. Viewed as a whole, members of the
focus group of mentor teachers were unified in their beliefs that their principals - the
persons that mentor teachers viewed as key leaders in the school setting - had
provided much encouragement for the collaboration between UofL and the schools.
They subsequently depicted their leaders as supportive of the school-university
partnership.
In contrast to this picture of uniformity for the four mentor teachers, the five
MAT students in the focus group were split when the issue of principal support was
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raised: two voiced opinions that the principal was not supportive while three said that
the principal did offer support. An additional consideration with the MATs, however,
is the fact that they first mentioned their mentor teachers and university liaisons as the
people they perceived as the key leaders in their collaborative endeavors. All five of
them agreed that the mentor teachers and liaisons had been supportive, but one of
them did voice the opinion that her university liaison had a very low profile indicating
that his support had not been displayed as openly as the other liaisons who had visited
the school sites once or twice every week.
It is difficult to combine the results of the two focus groups into an overall
impression as the information afforded the mentor teachers and the MATs regarding
the partnership is quite different. As mentioned previously, the persons perceived to
be key leaders by the members of the two groups were not the same (i.e., mentor
teachers regarded principals as key leaders while MATs regarded mentor teachers and
university liaisons as key leaders). The leadership perspective of the MATs could
have stemmed from an underlying difference in their role in the collaboration that was
revealed as the study proceeded. As stated initially, the difference that became
apparent was that the mentor teachers were truly in more of a partnership role with
the university liaisons and other collaborating members than were the MATs. The
MATs were actually more the recipients or beneficiaries of the school-university
collaborative efforts much like the K-12 students. Therefore, as graduate students,
their main interest and investment of time and energy in the collaborative project in
which they were involved (i.e., the Master of Arts in Teaching program) were
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directed toward fulfilling the requirements o f the Masters program. It became
obvious that the graduate MAT students possessed a limited amount of information
regarding the purpose or leadership of the Center. Perhaps this limited awareness
resulted from minimal exposure to information regarding the Center, or as one MAT
indicated, the information regarding the Center’s school-university collaboration may
have been provided, but the MATs had been too concerned with the MAT program
requirements to truly consider how the Center related to their immediate experience.
Consequently, the responses of the MAT graduate students regarding leadership
support were often limited and the material that was offered appeared to relate
exclusively to the Master of Arts in Teaching program which was only one portion of
the whole collaborative relationship.
Leadership Support Summary
When considered as a whole, the majority of the case study information
gathered pertaining to key leadership support revealed that leadership support does
indeed exist in this successful school-university partnership. Although there were
minor differences in the responses of the MAT (i.e., graduate student teachers) focusgroup, this may be explained by the fact that the MATs have a different role in the
whole collaborative relationship. With regard to the support of the principal, the two
dissenting MATs were assigned to a school in which site visits by the university
liaison were not as frequent as in other locations. The less frequent involvement on
behalf of the university staff at this site could have impacted the understanding the
principal had of this new collaborative program of teacher preparation. Further,
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another comment regarding this principal’s approaching retirement intimated that an
extraneous factor could have affected the involvement of this particular school
administrator. Even for the two university professors who contended that the success
of the partnership was mostly due to committed individuals in the individual public
schools and the School of Education, they ultimately agreed that key leadership
approval was necessary and present for the UofL-school collaborative activities.
The overall conclusion from the document review and the interviews is that
leadership support has been provided for the collaborative relationships that have
existed between UofL School of Education and the surrounding public schools. In
fact, it was revealed that even if key leaders of the participating institutions are not
actively involved in meetings or the activities of the collaborative, their visible
symbolic and philosophical support have been present; endorsement of the partnership
has occurred and authority to make decisions on behalf of the institutions (i.e., the
public school or university) has been placed firmly in the hands of one person or a
small group of individuals who can initiate the actions necessary to implement the
objectives of the many collaborative enterprises. Wilbur speaks of this willingness of
key leaders to delegate authority as evidence that real support exists for the schooluniversity collaboration. Assignment of responsibility to a director or a small group
of people, such as the Coordinating Committee, indicates that the partnership exists
not in name only, but in reality since plans are able to be implemented without having
to go through a great deal of bureaucratic "red tape" (Wilbur, 1993). Even with the
inevitable changes in key leaders, the collaborative partnership has continued to
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flourish while new key leaders have become acclimated to this large urban setting.
Clear Focused Goals
The second factor that Wilbur addresses as an essential ingredient for
successful partnerships is a set of clear, focused goals. The scope could include
merely information sharing; information sharing and drafting of recommendations to
address the agreed upon problem; or information sharing, recommendations, and
implementation of an action plan. All stakeholders must understand what the scope or
outcomes (e.g., narrow or broad) of their collaboration will be. One party cannot
expect only to share information while the other party expects resolution of the
problematic situation.
Document Content Analysis
In the 1987 proposal to the Oklahoma Council on Higher Education by the
UofL School of Education, the purpose of the proposed Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession was defined. The purpose of the Center
was to "improve the quality of instruction provided K-12 students in the
commonwealth of Oklahoma by focusing on the recruitment, preparation, induction,
and continuing education of teachers" (p. 6). A second purpose was for the Center to
become an informational resource able to provide others with material on how
collaborative relationships and programs in education could be most effectively
developed and carried out. These purposes were to be realized through the
accomplishment of three major goals:
[to] work with professionals in the field to improve practice through a
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clinical approach to teacher preparation and systematic professional
development programs; [to] develop and implement model teacher
preparation programs that represent a substantial departure from the
status quo in terms of (a) emphasis on intellectual breadth and rigor as
well as relevance to practice, and (b) recruitment of students from
nontraditional sources; and [to] gather and disseminate information
about the effects of collaborative efforts toward the improvement of
teaching, (pp. 8-9)
Subsequently, specific objectives were delineated to address ways in which
these goals were to be actualized (Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession, grant proposal, 1987). Objectives such as establishing
professional development schools, designing and implementing alternative programs
for teacher certification for nontraditional students, recruiting minority teacher
applicants, and publishing or presenting on topics concerning school reform, better
teacher preparation, and collaborative practices are examples of ways in which
individuals involved in the Center were to achieve the anticipated and desirable
outcomes for overall educational improvements (Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession, Steering Committee Meeting Minutes, July
6, 1987).
After approval of the grant application, Richard Nosburge, Dean of the UofL
School of Education, addressed the Advisory Board of the Center on October 28,
1987. He stated,
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The Center should not be perceived as an independent entity, but rather
as an integral part of the university that will serve to help fuse the
public school system and university programs. The Advisory Board
will give suggestions and advice about new programs and ideas, help
decide the order of the Center’s priorities, and serve as liaison between
the Center and its constituents in the community and the region, (p. 2)
Patrick Silverman, a member of the Advisory Board, added, "The Center is
supporting a more collaborative thrust to the university programs just as the Greers
Academy has helped to expand the school district’s collaborative work. The joint
effort to establish professional development schools will be a crucible for testing
collaborative relationships" (Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession, Advisory Board Minutes, October 28, 1987, p. 2). These
statements reaffirm the goals of the original grant proposal for the Center and solidify
the groundwork for future collaborative activities.
In February 1989, with President Steel’s approval, the JCPS/UofL
Coordinating Committee came under the auspices of the Center as its goals and
funded activities were commensurate with those of the Center (Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession, Steering Committee Minutes,
December 21, 1988; Easterly, Annual Report presented to President Steel and
Superintendent Itepenski, April 7, 1989). Consistently, relevant documents pertaining
to the funded activities of the Coordinating Committee (i.e., the application, letter of
award, and final report for each of the funded activities) substantiated the fact that all
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approved activities were designed to promote school environments in which better
teaching and more learning would take place.
Objectives extracted from some of the Coordinating Committee projects which
received funding over the past 10 years exemplify the three goals of the original grant
proposal for the Center. Examples of the project objectives included: to increase
students’ knowledge about Laurelton, they will participate in a hands-on, communitybased research project that traces the history of Laurelton through the development of
new modes of transportation (Spetz and Harper, 1995); to assist both English Limited
Proficiency and special needs students, a performance-based curriculum and
assessment for selected topics [in social studies] will be developed and examples of
instructional materials and resources to support such a curriculum as well as how to
access educational technology and college student mentors will be researched (Morgan
and Tyler, 1995); to maximize teacher efficiency and accuracy in anecdotal student
record keeping, state-of-the-art technology will be integrated with authentic
assessment in JCPS primary programs by using the Newton hand-held computer in
conjunction with the Oklahoma Early Learning Profile (Munston-Travis and Cohen,
1995); and to increase the support for at-risk college freshmen and sophomores, high
school senior writing and mathematics portfolios for admissions and placement
decisions will be developed for high school students planning to transition to a higher
education setting (Broadhead and Yates, 1995).
A requirement of all projects funded through the Center has been that they will
contribute to the achievement of the anticipated outcomes of the original grant
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proposal. In 1994, a revised agreement between JCPS and the University renewed
their joint commitment to collaborate in an effort to develop and implement improved
instructional strategies in basic academic areas of the elementary curriculum and to
provide a regular exchange of expertise among the faculty of Clarin Elementary, Nye
Middle, and duPaul High and UofL (Memorandum of Agreement by the Janesville
County Public Schools and the University of Laurelton for the Operation of an
Educational Park, 1994). These three schools, located in the immediate geographical
area of the university, provided an ideal environment to address the first goal listed
for the Center: to work with professionals in the field to improve practice. Known
as the Educational Park project, practitioners in the field and university liaisons
worked together with innovative approaches to enrich the whole community
surrounding these three schools and the university. The idea had been to encourage
youth and others in the area to view the educational process as a smooth and possible
transition from the K-12 settings of the public schools to the 13-16 setting of the
university thereby decreasing the number of school dropouts and increasing
opportunities for youth in the area to imagine themselves as one day entering the
university setting.
Summary of Document Content Analysis. Throughout the more than seventy
Center documents reviewed, there was consistent evidence that clear, focused goals
had been established for the Center. Additionally, each individual collaborative
activity that had been approved by, or subsumed under, the Center had clear, focused
goals. Typed minutes of the discussions which took place at meetings of the Steering
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Committee and Advisory Board from 1987 onward provided evidence that participants
in the various activities had had the opportunity to openly address the goals and
objectives of the Center, or any individual proposed collaborative project, in order to
clarify any areas of confusion or ambiguity. Priorities for the Center’s activities
continued to fall within the three broad goals of the original grant proposal; however,
the focus for new activities (e.g., cooperative learning, authentic assessment,
instructional uses of technology) sometimes changed so as to meet the changing needs
of the schools and the university (Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession, JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee 1987-88 Annual Report,
April 7, 1989). Clear focused goals have been unquestionably incorporated into the
collaborative activities of the Center as substantiated by the documents reviewed in
this study.
Individual or Paired Interviews
University administrators and instructional staff reiterated the three main goals
presented in the original grant proposal for the Center. Without exception, all of the
university persons interviewed stated that developing better teacher preparation
programs and improving staff development for K-16+ educators was a primary goal
of the collaborative activities which operated under the auspices of the Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession. One UofL department
chairperson expressed it this way, "We have a shared commitment with teachers in
schools to prepare the best people we can for the profession....and [we have put] an
emphasis on continuing professional development on the part of teachers." She
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continued to expound on the topic by adding that the university and school
collaborators have worked together to design innovative ways of providing graduate
level experiences and degrees for full-time educators through methods other than
exclusively coursework (Interview DK, 17 January 1996).
One university assistant professor phrased it slightly differently when she
stated,
A second objective...is certainly to develop teachers as leaders and
lifelong learners. We have finally discovered that two plus heads are
more effective than one; two plus perspectives is better than one. And
maybe if we share in this collaboratively - the responsibility, the
planning, the designing, the execution, the evaluation, and the
refinement - of teacher preparation programs and inservice
development, then we would see significant gains not only in the
quality of the teaching force that we prepare, but also in the student
achievement ratios....We have this stated throughout our literature that
one of our major objectives is to develop teachers as leaders. And
what we mean by that is people who are leaders in innovative strategies
and theory building as well as effective, culturally responsive strategies
(Interview PMT).
These statements coincide with those of the Dean of the School of Education
and the Director of the Center as well as the first written goal for the Center. As
documented in the original proposal to OCHE, the first goal was "to work with
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professionals in the field to improve practice through a clinical approach to teacher
preparation and systematic professional development programs" (Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession grant proposal, 1987, p. 8).
Dean Nosburge had responded during the interview that the goals of the Center were
"to establish professional development schools...a clinically based approach to teacher
preparation and continued professional development to design alternative approaches
to education...and to support minority teacher recruitment efforts and to encourage
research and dissemination of collaborative approaches to teacher preparation." The
Dean’s comments clearly echoed the essence of the three goals of the original grant
proposal - improvement of the teaching field through teacher preparation and
professional development, recruitment of students from nontraditional sources, and the
gathering and dissemination of the effects of collaborative efforts on education
(Interview RN, 17 January 1996; Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession, grant proposal, 1987).
The Director of the Center, Ray Hobbs, placed a similar emphasis on teacher
preparation and continued staff development; however, he added an aspect to the
collaborative activities very much like that of the assistant professor, Pauline
Munston-Travis. He proceeded to explain that improved student success in the public
schools was an ultimate goal of the collaborative endeavors. He said that although
everyone at the university would not agree, the university as well as the public
schools have a responsibility to the K-12 students of Laurelton. As the UofL School
of Education teacher preparation program has been improved and university liaisons
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have had the opportunity to work with the teachers already in the classroom, the K-12
students have had several benefits. Recent research has been applied to the classroom
situation; everyday practice has informed theory; and the teacher-student ratio has
been improved so that there has been more individualized and small group instruction
available (Interview RH, 16 January 1996).
Public school administrators and teachers responded with comments parallel to
those of the university interviewees. A former assistant superintendent and co
director of the Center, Tremaine Boston, asserted that there were three main goals of
the collaborative partnership: to examine the teaching profession; to explore the
issues of efficacy, enlargement, empowerment of teachers; and to support efforts that
were innovative. He went on to say that, "if improvement was getting better at what
we were already doing, then invention or innovation was creating and doing things
that we had never done before" (Interview TB, 19 January 1996). Delores Westby,
the individual who filled the vacancy created by the resignation of this particular
assistant superintendent, confirmed Boston’s beliefs as she talked about how the
school and university staff had worked together for the improvement of the K-16+
students as well as the current and future teachers (Interview DW, 16 January 1996).
Public school teachers involved in the collaborative enterprises responded to
interview questions posed regarding goals of the activities by expressing their beliefs
that better teacher preparation and development o f new instructional strategies for the
classroom were two of the most important. Penny Dodds and Seil Mackery, two
primary teachers from Smithdale Elementary, felt that by having the Master of Arts in
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Teaching (MAT) graduate students and the UofL liaisons in their classrooms, they
were able to learn from each other. Consequently, these two primary teachers had
exposure to the latest research findings while the liaisons and MAT students were able
to put theory into practice. Together, these individuals were able to perform action
research projects resulting in better instructional techniques and publishable research
findings. Practice had informed theory and theory had informed practice which
ultimately led to improved skills of the educators involved (Interview PD, SM, HK,
GF, and RH, 16 January 1996).
MAT students responded regarding goals of the collaboration by stating that
they were in the schools to prepare to be the best teachers possible. As a goal of the
PDS program, they were assigned to classrooms in which they would have the
opportunity to apply the knowledge acquired in their university courses directly to
their instruction. On a daily basis, they had been applying innovative strategies or
new research findings from the methods courses in which they were simultaneously
enrolled. Through exposure to the new strategies in the MAT’S instruction, mentor
teachers, as well as the primary students, were expected to benefit. Two personal
goals o f their own were also mentioned: to obtain their teacher certification and
employment (Interviews MT and DM, 16 January 1996).
Summary of Individual or Paired Interviews. It was evident from the twentytwo individuals interviewed that the goals of the Center have been well defined and
shared among the appropriate stakeholders. The goals for the Center from the
original 1987 grant were to: 1) work with professionals in the field to improve
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practice through a clinical approach to teacher preparation and systematic professional
development programs; 2) develop and implement model teacher preparation
programs that represent a substantial departure from the status quo in terms of (a)
emphasis on intellectual breadth and rigor as well as relevance to practice, and (b)
recruitment of students from nontraditional sources; and 3) gather and disseminate
information about the effects of collaborative efforts toward the improvement of
teaching (pp. 8-9).
Participants who assisted in planning, implementing, and evaluating the
particular project in which they were engaged were aware of the goals for that
particular project. For instance, the mentor teachers, UofL liaisons, and MAT
students involved in the professional development schools (PDS) project understood
that the overarching goals were to better prepare new teachers, to encourage
continued staff development of the current teaching staff, and to complete some joint
research and publications. Some had additionally mentioned the improvement of
student achievement. Even though student achievement was not directly mentioned in
the original list of goals from the 1987 grant, Director of the Center, Hobbs indicated
that the inherent belief is that students will learn more and increase their achievement
levels if better teachers are actually instructing them. Therefore, the goals mentioned
by the PDS participants were in accord with the original goals noted above for the
Center.
Over time, as so aptly communicated by Laren Cage, the Administrative
Assistant of the Center, needs of the collaborating parties have been continually
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reassessed to determine the nature of the activities to be pursued each academic year
to best meet the goals of the Center. Cage reiterated the fact that the Center sponsors
over 20 collaborative projects of which the professional development schools, Finester
High, and MTRP are only a few. At any time, however, the goals of the individual
projects must corroborate one or more of the original goals for the Center which are
clearly focused on effecting improvements in the teaching profession. Comments
from all twenty-two of the interviewees confirmed an understanding that the principal
goal of the Center’s work is the improvement of the teaching profession and serves as
the foundation for the many successful school-university collaborations which operate
under the auspices of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession.
Focus Groups Interviews
In the focus group interviews, queries pertaining to program goals elicited very
little information from either group, the mentor teachers or the MATs. It appeared
that these two groups were aware of the goals of the professional development
schools, but perhaps had not had exposure to the three specific goals of the Center as
noted in the original grant.
Mentor Teachers Focus Group. Only one mentor teacher offered a comment
regarding the goals of the collaborative efforts between the schools and UofL. Vivian
Wesbrook stated that the university liaisons and graduates students had the same goals
as the teachers: they wanted to observe children just as they are naturally and then
develop ways of helping them to learn more effectively while at the same time helping
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the graduate students to become the best teachers possible entering the profession in
the near future. The other three mentor teachers nodded their heads and verbalized
comments like "right," or "yes" to affirm their agreement with Wesbrook (Interview
VW, MB, GM, and JS, 15 May 1996).
Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT) Students Focus Group. The MAT students
spoke of their personal goals to obtain teaching positions in the districts once they had
completed their student teaching experiences and graduated during the summer of
1996. This, however, was the extent of the comments offered by the focus group
interviewees when questioned regarding the goals of the school-university
collaborative activities. It was apparent that these students were unaware of the
Center and the other activities it sponsored to encourage joint endeavors between the
schools and UofL. Therefore, they were equally unaware of the goals for the Center
for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession (Interviews JL, TA,
AF, JB, and LW, 16 January 1996).
Summary of Focus Group Interviews. Material on clear, focused goals from
the focus group interviews was quite limited, but what was offered by the mentor
teachers - to prepare graduate students as skilled future teachers - was aligned with
the first goal of the Center as described in the original grant proposal. Reference was
made to preparing the best first year teachers possible.
Clearly, the MATs had been concentrating on the main goal of their own
graduate studies: to successfully complete their teaching degrees and obtain gainful
employment for the 1996-97 school year. They did not demonstrate any awareness of
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established goals for the Center as a whole.
Clear. Focused Goals Summary
Written documents as well as individual and paired interview materials
obtained in January, 1996 supported the existence of a set of clear, focused goals for
the Center, but some points of difference were noted. As expected, the wording used
in the documents was generally consistent in describing the goals of the collaborative
efforts of the Center. One possible explanation of this consistency was that the
Steering Committee was comprised of four of the individuals involved in the
conceptualization of the Center and the development of the original proposal - Richard
Nosburge, Tremaine Boston, Witt Easterly, and Bitsy Lee Winstein. Additionally,
Easterly served as the Coordinator of Publications for the Center’s materials and
publicity. Consequently, being very familiar with the goals as originally listed in the
grant, Easterly was in an ideal position to ensure accurate reiteration of those goals in
publications, such as Cavalier Principles or the Program Profile sheets. With the
presence of Nosburge, Boston, Easterly, and Winstein at most of the meetings
regarding the Center or its work, there was more likelihood that the original goals
would have been communicated in the written materials.
In the individual or paired interviews, the most frequent response from both
the school and university personnel pertained to the first and second goals of the
original grant: to work with professionals in the field to improve practice through a
clinical approach to teacher preparation and systematic professional development
programs and to develop and implement model teacher preparation programs that
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represent a substantial departure from the status quo (pp. 8-9). In fact, approximately
three-quarters of the respondents mentioned better preparation of teachers through the
establishment of the professional development schools or the recently restructured
MAT program. More than likely, these responses were influenced by the fact that as
Ray Hobbs had mentioned, the present "major thrust" of the Center is professional
development schools.
Publication and dissemination of material regarding the effects of collaborative
efforts toward the improvement of teaching, the third goal of the original proposal,
was mentioned only three times. Responses regarding this third goal had been given
by the Dean of the School of Education, Richard Nosburge, one of the original grant
writers, Bitsy Lee Winstein, and Penny Dodds, a mentor teacher who had published
with the UofL liaison.
The focus groups did not lend much support to the information gained from
the documents or the individual or paired interviews. As one of the four mentor
teachers in the focus group offered a response in accord with the first and second
goals, the other three mentor teachers did not offer additional information, but did
indicate agreement with brief statements of affirmation (e.g. "right"). The MAT
students did not respond with goals pertinent to the Center, but rather only mentioned
their own personal goals.
Overall, it appeared that participants in the school-university collaborative
activities, with the exception of the MATs in the focus-group, were aware of the
global goal of improving the teaching profession through a clinically-based approach
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and a new teacher preparation program. However, they were generally unaware of
the goal to serve as an informational center on collaborative efforts. It appeared that
the original goals of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession have become blurred. As the participants in the Center’s work have gone
about revisiting the priorities of the collaboration from year-to-year as reported by
several of the interviewees (Interview LC, 17 May 1996; RH, 15 May 1996; DW, 16
January 1996), the original goals seemed to have become subsumed under the global
goal of improvement to the teaching profession, just as the Center’s name implies.
Economics
According to Franklin Wilbur’s assessment of what it takes to make a
successful school-university partnership, careful consideration of the economics
involved to support the partnership endeavors is essential. Economics in this instance
includes all of those resources, financial and otherwise, that are necessary to initiate
and maintain the project. Even when there are many in-kind resources that are
shared, Wilbur contends that a plan must be in place for making the transition to local
financial funding, at least minimally, especially when the initial funding source ends
as in the case of state, federal, or foundation grants.
Document Content Analysis
In the school-university partnership established and maintained in Laurelton,
written documentation o f the collaborative activities provided evidence of both fiscal
and in-kind support over the years. The original grant application for the
establishment of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
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Profession submitted in February 1987 contained an extensive proposed budget. The
narrative portion of the budget section spoke to additional funding from the State to
sustain and expand the collaborative endeavors already underway in the Laurelton
area. Figures were delineated to show the amount of funding provided for the
collaborative efforts through the UofL School of Education budget for the previous
two fiscal years. In 1985-86 and 1986-87, the School had dedicated $192,447.00 and
$250,788.00, respectively, of general and restricted funds to the partnership activities.
Most of this money was accounted for by the compensation of 3+ FTE (i.e., full
time equivalent) faculty members and 3 graduate assistants to persist in the
development and expansion of the continuing partnership efforts described in the grant
proposal.
To indicate to the State that continued support for the collaborative activities
would be provided by the School of Education for the 1987-88 fiscal year, the
budgeted amounts were included in the grant proposal (Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession, 1987, pp. 79-82). The School of
Education’s 1987-88 budget indicated a total of $281,073.00 dedicated to the
collaborative projects that would fall under the purview of the Center. In addition to
this level of financial commitment from the School of Education, the School had
obtained "a $150,000.00 endowment fund to support research related to the Center
goals and more than $500,000.00 in endowed scholarship funds that will be available
to students enrolled in Center programs (p. 80). Thus a total of more than
$900,000.00 was already earmarked for the partnership projects falling under the
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umbrella of the Center. The additional $262,990.00 requested from the Oklahoma
Council of Higher Education for the 1987-88 fiscal year was to expand upon the
collaborative activities already planned or implemented. The extra money would be
used specifically to support release time for 1.4 FTE faculty, compensation for six
clinical instructors, support of more graduate assistants, reimbursement of tuition and
stipends for teachers collaborating in the Center projects, and support for 1.2 FTE
clerical staff members to work with the administrator of the Center.
Reference also was made in the grant proposal to the continuing fiscal support
of the Janesville County Public Schools toward joint endeavors with UofL. In 198687, JCPS had allocated more than $100,000.00 to the collaborative planning of
professional development schools and would spend more than $1,000,000.00 annually
for professional support services to the schools selected as professional development
sites. Additionally, JCPS had committed monies to support ten teachers’ participation
in the UofL Alternative Program for Secondary Certification, another partnership
project of JCPS and UofL (The Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession Grant Proposal, 1987, pp. 80-81). These amounts of fiscal
support from the university and public schools were in existence prior to the
conceptualization of the Center, and demonstrated their high level of past, and
current, commitment to collaboration.
At the May 18, 1988 Steering Committee Meeting of the Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession, a discussion ensued
pertaining to the compensation of UofL staff who were in collaborative relationships
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with the public schools even prior to the creation of the Center in 1987. These
individuals had been providing workshops or assistance beyond the originally agreed
upon in-kind obligations of the partnership activities themselves. Therefore, in the
past, theses additional services to the schools had been regarded as entrepreneurial
endeavors on the part of the individual UofL staff and the public schools had provided
a monetary compensation directly to the individual entrepreneur. Dean Nosburge
summarized the Committee’s decision that staff members assigned to work in the
schools, and whose salaries are funded through the Center’s budget, are not to be paid
by the schools. However, School of Education staff members not assigned to work in
the collaborative activities of the Center were allowed to continue to act as
entrepreneurs and receive compensation if they provided assistance at the special
request of the public schools. This resolution was another indication of the
commitment of valuable resources to the school-university partnership efforts. Inkind services such as workshops or technical assistance of the Center staff were to be
provided without financial expense to the schools. It had been understood by the
members who had volunteered to work in those collaborative arrangements that the
collaboration would entail the exchange of many in-kind services for which they
would not receive extra monetary compensation (The Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession, Steering Committee Minutes, May 18,
1988).
Newsworthy articles in the School of Education’s publication, Cavalier
Principles (Spring/Summer 1993), included descriptions of several school-university

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

88
joint projects sponsored by the Center. The Ozar Valley Educational Cooperative had
displayed eighteen projects covering a wide range of topics like integrated instruction,
curriculum restructuring, and increasing parent involvement. These projects had been
made possible through the Center's budget during the 1993-94 school year. In
addition to financial support for the projects, in-kind services of Center staff
facilitated the original application and selection process for the eighteen projects,
procured consultants for particular projects, and arranged for the public display of the
completed projects in the new UofL Student Activity Center. Staff time and
equipment or facility usage dedicated to facilitate and promote such projects
represented the Center’s commitment of in-kind support, as well as financial
resources, to the collaborative activities.
After the Center had been approved by OCHE in 1987 and the Collaborating
Committee of JCPS/UofL had been subsumed under the umbrella of the Center, the
$40,000.00 available annually to fund collaborative projects also became part o f the
Center’s budget. In analyzing the approved project applications for the past ten years,
it was evident that a budget profile was required in every application. Each proposed
budget outlined how the monies would be spent and the extent of in-kind or matching
resources available to support the collaborative project. For instance, in one o f the
approved 1995 grant applications entitled, Biological Inventory o f the Blackacre
Nature Preserve, the requested budget amount included monies for the purchase of
resource materials such as science books, film for photographing the outdoor science
experiments, and journals for recording experimental data as well as funds to pay for

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

89
the bus trips to the outdoor sites at which the science experiments were to be
conducted. The $3110.00 requested from the JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee
was supplemented by school-based funds to pay for a science specialist and an
environmental resource teacher to work with the UofL professor of biology
(Weideman and Wigginton, 1995 JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee Application).
Another 1995 Coordinating Committee application for a funded project,
Implementing OERA - TV Broadcasts to Parents Invite Them to Get Involved, and the
supporting documentation of the approval, provided evidence of available resources
for collaborative activities. In this particular project, which was designed to develop
six monthly telecasts for parents regarding activities at Reedsville Pelts Elementary
School, the amount of $5,745.00 was budgeted to cover consultant costs for a
professional camera crew, the purchase of video tapes, microphones and a sound
mixer, and the expense of the air time on the cable TV channel. The application also
noted that university and public school staff involved in the project were committed to
completing the videos after school for no additional pay, demonstrating support
through the availability of in-kind resources (Edge and Lowe, 1995 JCPS/UofL
Coordinating Committee Application; JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee Letter of
Agreement; Dorell, 1995).
Summary of Document Content Analysis. Documents comprising the Center’s
written riles repeatedly provided evidence that resources, both fiscal and otherwise,
have been accessible to the collaborative activities. Written evidence of financial
support had been incorporated into many of the Center’s records. The original grant
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proposal and annual reports for the Center, the documents associated with obtaining
funding from the JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee (i.e., the project application,
the letter of approval, the letter of agreement, and the final report), the numerous
minutes from the Center’s Steering Committee, and articles appearing in Cavalier
Principles included indications that monetary and in-kind resources had been
committed to school-university collaboration. It was apparent from available
documents that the economics of partnership involvement had been consistently
considered in the establishment and maintenance of numerous school-university
collaborative ventures.
Individual or Paired Interviews
Ray Hobbs, Director of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession, offered a wealth o f knowledge regarding the resources that had
been available to the Center for funding an assortment of school-university
collaborative undertakings. The fact that someone had been given the responsibility
and authority to serve in the capacity of director for the Center demonstrated that a
minimal amount of funding had to exist to support that position. Prior to July 1,
1991, the directorship had been shared by the Dean of the UofL School of Education
and an assistant superintendent in JCPS; at the beginning, the co-directorships had
been add-on functions to positions already in existence. However, as activities
sponsored under the umbrella of the Center continued to expand, it became necessary
to delineate in the Center’s budget, monies to support a full-time director to oversee
the activities. Hobbs also pointed out that in addition to his own position, the Center
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budget supported, totally or partially, the positions of the administrative assistant to
the director, the OVEC partnership liaison, and the coordinator of the JCPS/UofL
Coordinating Committee (Interview RH, 16 January 1996).
In 1987, acquiring seed money for innovative educational projects as well as
additional funding for the already existing collaborative projects had been a significant
motivating factor in seeking ongoing annual funding from the state as a Center of
Excellence. If the grant proposal was approved, the amount of funding from the state
was expected to approach $300,000.00 for the 1987-88 fiscal year, the first official
year that the school-university collaborations would be coordinated by the newly
established Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession.
Hobbs explained that if the grant proposal was approved, the additional funds had
been earmarked to support many promising ideas that had not yet been implemented.
If the proposal was approved and funding was received, pilot projects such as those
mentioned in the grant proposal were to be initiated. Then, once the selected pilot
projects were underway, they would be assessed to determine their effectiveness and
the potential of each one to be extended to other schools. Pilot projects in the grant
to which Hobbs had referred included: a pilot at one high school to improve student
achievement in social studies and/or science by framing the curricular content so that
it was connected to the students’ native background, recruitment of future minority
teachers by starting a program to increase the awareness of careers in education at a
middle school with a high minority enrollment, and the establishment of an alternative
teacher preparation program in the School of Education for second and third career
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adults.
As Hobbs pointed out, it was understood by the Center planners that the new
1987-88 funding from the state would not be sufficient to provide both start-up and
maintenance monies for projects being initiated. Thus, these initial funds from the
state for being selected as a Center of Excellence were expected to be replenished
through other internal and external sources as the Center’s funding of certain projects
came to an end. Collaborators in the pilot projects understood that their project
would be funded through the Center for only one to three years. Then, even if very
successful, the collaborators were expected to prepare for maintenance costs through
other funding sources. Therefore, grants from Bell South, Phillip Morris, Readers’
Digest, and other sundry foundations had been continually sought and obtained to
assume the costs of the multifaceted activities of the partnership (Interview LC, WE,
RH, KJ, DK, DM, RN, and MT).
The Center wanted to commitment only one to three years to each pilot project
so that other innovative projects could have the same opportunity to gain initial
funding or "seed" money to get started. The funding for one of the larger
collaborative projects was coming to a close at the time of the Director’s interview.
Of that project, Hobbs had said, "This is a piece that we’ll massage for a while and
we already have a funder interested in picking up a big part of [the costs for] that
work" (Interview RH, 16 January 1996). In addition to planning, implementing and
evaluating any pilot project, the collaborators understand that they must be actively
pursuing other means of support, financial and in-kind, to expand or maintain their
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project beyond its pilot years.
The former assistant superintendent who served as one of the first co-directors
had explained the concept of seed money this way:
I think that the Dean and I both agreed that one of the challenges was
that we had to keep the Center budget as seed or venture
capital....What it couldn’t do was to subsidize or supplant existing
efforts. If it was used for maintenance purposes, it was just going to
get eaten away. So I think that the most important decision was that
we saw the Center budget as a stimulant, as a catalyst, as seed capital,
as venture money or whatever is the appropriate entrepreneurial phrase.
It was to fund the entrepreneurial work of the Center....So rather than
spitting in the ocean, you tried to pool resources. (Interview TB, 18
January 1996)
This same sentiment had been repeated by the original writers of the grant
proposal for the Center when they had been interviewed regarding their roles in the
collaboration (Interview WE and BLW, 17 January 1996). Bitsy Lee Winstein had
commented regarding the nature of seed monies for the various projects, "If you can’t
figure out how to do it [the collaborative activity] within the existing budget, it’s
going to die when the funding runs out" (Interview BLW, 17 January 1996).
Both Hobbs and Winstein emphasized the importance of continually seeking
other funding sources so that the annual funding received from the state for being a
Center of Excellence could be used as "seed" money for more innovative projects.
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This notion of using initial funding as "seed" money for projects is congruent with
Wilbur’s discussion of economics. He explains that the economic plan for a schooluniversity collaboration must include a means of making the transition to other
funding sources when the initial funding source ends. Wilbur recommends seeking
transition funding from other local, state, federal, or foundation grants since most
initial funding sources end after one to five years (Wilbur, 1993). Although the
Center is to receive the Center of Excellence funding every year, it is impacted by
overall state budget reductions and the amount can vary from year to year. Other
sources o f funding for the Center activities are constantly be pursued according to
Hobbs and Winstein.
In addition to financial support, economic considerations according to Franklin
Wilbur’s definition, include in-kind resources such as staff time and advisement,
computer usage, office space, materials, and utility provisions such as telephone,
heating/cooling, and lights. Several interviewees referred to the exchange of in-kind
resources; Kaz Jiles, OVEC coordinator, Bitsy Lee Winstein, an original Center
proposal author, and Ray Hobbs, Director of the Center, had mentioned that they had
been provided with office space and the amenities associated with an office by their
collaborating partners. Office space in the UofL School of Education has been
assigned to Kaz Jiles since the OVEC/UofL partnership formed in 1991 and, until just
recently, both Bitsy Lee Winstein and Ray Hobbs had enjoyed the benefits of office
space at the Greers Academy in the Janesville County Public School District
(Interviews RH, KJ, DW, and BLW, January 1996).
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A comment made by Juan Fernandes, a secondary education professor who
had been involved in collaborative activities with Finester High School prior to the
establishment of the Center demonstrated the kind of nonfiscal resources that had been
committed before financial support became available:
We went into it assuming we’d have no resources; nobody would give
us a dime more than we had right now. And that’s what really
happened! Now as we’ve moved forward [in our efforts], some people
have come back to us [with money] like Ray last night - he gave us the
$3500.00. But we had zero resources, but we’ve been able to show in
the neatness of our students that our students [the graduate student
teachers] are our resources....if you’re an English teacher and you’re
trying to help all kids succeed and you’re really trying to get them to
have choices in the novels they’re reading, well how do you manage
the groups? ...you could maneuver three or four people [student
teachers] so that everyday in your most difficult class, you had an extra
person in there [to work with smaller groups]. (Interview JF, 17
January 1996)
Fernandes emphasized that the collaboration that he and Alex Dresler had
established with Finester High School staff, prior to the creation of the Center, was
started without financial support. He and the other collaborators were committed to
the idea of working together at Finester and were willing to give additional time of
their own to improve the instruction in that school. Graduate student teachers,
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generally selected from the second and third career adult teacher candidates, were also
committed to give the extra time to improve the educational conditions in the school.
It was only after the Center was approved by the state that Finester High began to
receive any financial support such as the $3500.00 given from the Center's budget to
all schools that had agreed to become a professional development school (PDS).
Fernandes wanted to emphasize that even if the $3500.00 was not available to the
Finester High collaborators, they would continue the collaboration because of the inkind resources upon which it had been originally built.
Fernandes had gone on to explain how the success of the collaborative efforts
at Finester High had brought about more support from other sources. In particular,
funds had become available to pay teachers for their participation in the week-long
summer curriculum development workshops that had been held for the past several
years.
Another UofL professor and school-university liaison, Dixie Kane, reiterated
the belief that it takes all kinds of resources to make a collaboration successful. She
had emphasized the time needed for public school and university people to gather to
talk about their efforts. In particular, she stated that people had been especially
appreciative of the substitute days that had been made available to the teachers so that
they could meet during the school day. Monies allocated to the collaborative projects
had often included the cost of hiring substitutes for the participating public school
teachers whose schedules were not as flexible as those of the university staff
(Interviews LC, DK, PD, and SM).
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The executive director and coordinator at the JCPS Greers Academy confirmed
the sentiments of the university people when they had described how university staff
had helped them with some projects while they in turn had assisted the university with
their assessment training and portfolio development (Interview LH and DW, 16
January 1996). In such instances, no party had received monetary compensation from
the other; the coordinator had added, "We're just always willing to give of our time
and the university is the same way" (Interview LH, 16 January 1996). Evidence
provided by these individuals revealed that in-kind resources have been present and
provided voluntarily by education professionals in an effort to improve the teaching
profession in many different ways.
Summary of Individual or Paired Interviews. The twenty-two individuals
interviewed in January 1996 generally attested to the availability of resources,
monetary and otherwise, that have been present to establish and maintain the
collaborative arrangements between the University of Laurelton School of Education
and the public schools. Interviewees had unanimously expressed their beliefs that
resources had been made accessible in order to encourage and support the innovative
educational projects that had been jointly designed.
Focus Group Interviews
Economics is one of the particular areas in which the focus group interviews
yielded very little additional information from either the mentor teachers or the
Master of Arts in Teaching graduate students.
Mentor Teachers Focus Group. In response to questions about the resources
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that have been available to support the collaborative efforts in which she has
participated, one elementary mentor teacher mentioned the $3500.00 that was
provided to each school that had become a professional development school. She
went on to explain that each school decided how the $3500.00 from the Center could
best be utilized to enhance the instructional skills of the staff at that particular school
(Interview VW). Some schools used their site-based management council to review
and approve proposals from individual teachers or teams of teachers; monies were
awarded until the $3500.00 had been encumbered for the school year. Some schools
however, divided the money equally among the mentor teachers for their own
professional development; they then decided how the money was spent. Some used it
to pay for courses or conference attendance; others spent it on professional materials
such as books. A third mentor teacher mentioned that they had received stipends for
meetings such as the one they had attended that evening to discuss the strengths and
weaknesses of the current year’s program (Interview MB, GM, JS, and VW, 15 May
1996).
Grace Moyer, a kindergarten mentor teacher, spoke of the monies that had
been available through the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession for payment of substitutes for the mentor teachers. Each mentor teacher
had been allotted three days of substitutes so that she could visit other professional
development sites or attend meetings with the university liaisons or the MAT students
to discuss their joint efforts. This past school year, Moyer stated that most teachers
had not used their allotted substitute days because they had been so busy being out of
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the classroom for other things (Interview GM, 15 May 1996). Vivian Wesbrook
added, that they had used the substitute days the previous school year (Interview VW,
15 May 1996).
Master of Arts in Teachine (MAT) Students Focus Group. The MAT students
appeared to possess the least amount of information regarding the resources available
to support the collaborative efforts in which they had been participating. The one
piece o f data that was offered was a reference to the Bell South grant; one of the
MAT students understood that the grant had provided funds to purchase materials for
the Different Ways of Knowing (DWOK) project, a school-university partnership
activity that had been encouraged and supported by instructional technicians from the
Oklahoma Department of Education (Interview TA, JB, AF, JL, and LW, 16 May
1996).
No graduate student offered specific dollar amounts of funds or any
information about in-kind resources. They appeared to have little awareness of
collaborative endeavors other than the professional development schools project in
which they had been involved.
Summary of Focus Group Interviews. The amount of information available
from the nine focus group participants regarding the economics of the Center was
very limited. However, some individuals did mention several sources of financial
support for the professional development schools project in which they were involved.
No mention was made of any in-kind resources.
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Economics Summary
Considering the information sources accessed in this case study - the
documents, individual or paired interviewees, and focus group interviewees - the
documents revealed the most detailed material related to the economics of the
Laurelton school-university partnership. Documents were available that delineated
line item amounts in the many budgets for the various partnership activities, including
the original grant proposal for the Center. This information suggested that substantial
economic resources are available for the Center’s collaborative work.
Interviewees generally offered limited information about the financial resources
of the partnership other than to mention that they were aware of a grant - usually, the
Bell South grant. Very seldom did anyone comment on any in-kind resources. Of
the seventeen university individuals interviewed, ten of them talked about grants or a
specific amount of available money while only five of them mentioned in-kind
resources such as the provision of office space, use of computers, or sharing of one’s
expertise on one’s own time. Analyzing the responses of the public school
interviewees, nine of the fourteen mentioned specific grants or fiscal support and nine
- not the same nine - spoke of in-kind resources, especially the amount of extra time
that all participants had been willing to work beyond their normal work hours in order
to increase the success of a joint activity. Of the total thirty-one individuals
interviewed, nineteen of them offered information to confirm financial support from
grants or funds as documented in written form and fourteen had affirmed that in-kind
resources had been available.
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Overall, the acquired evidence showed that the individuals - Nosburge,
Easterly, and Winstein - responsible for the initial planning stages of the Center had
considered the economic support required to accomplish their goals. They understood
and planned for financial and in-kind resources needed to promote a successful public
school-UofL partnership and consequently, substantial resources have been available.
Financial amounts were easily obtained from the documents pertinent to the Center
whereas evidence of the in-kind resources was more obscure. However, in-kind
resources do indeed exist; office space, professional time and expert knowledge, and
materials and equipment are shared among the parties involved in the partnership. On
a regular basis, external funding has been sought to continue the support for various
innovative activities as the initial seed monies from the Center have come to an end.
In-kind resources, too, have been available to ensure that the collaboration between
the university and the schools has continued and expanded.
Project Selection and Fostering Ownership
When schools and universities decide to join forces to effect improvements in
the field of education, Franklin Wilbur contends that the focus of the alliance must be
on problematic areas common to both institutions. He believes that the concern
should be one that is consistent with the cultural values of both environments;
otherwise, one partner may feel that the needs of their particular institution are not
being addressed. Fostering ownership of the problematic areas and the possible
solutions must also be accomplished by including all of the stakeholders from the very
beginning of any partnership endeavors. For successful results, Wilbur believes that
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all participants must feel that they have had input from the start.
Document Content Analysis
From the beginning, the writers of the proposal for the Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession emphasized the shared
concerns of the public schools and the university. In discussing how the goals of the
Center would be accomplished, the Center grant writers stated,
Both the first and second goals require the ‘cross-pollination’ of
university and school faculties and the full integration of teacher
recruitment, preparation, induction, and professional development and
research on teaching. University faculty members will have specified
assignments in the professional development schools and school
teachers and administrators will have roles as clinical instructors in the
School of Education’s teacher education programs....The establishment
of professional development schools will join university and school
district resources to strengthen teacher preparation and performance,
increase the attractiveness of teaching as a career, and facilitate
research on teaching and teacher development in local schools. The
model programs for extended teacher preparation and for the
recruitment of minorities and mature arts and science graduates are
particularly responsive to the needs of the local schools and the
changing demographics o f our community. (Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession, grant proposal,
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1987, pp. 3-5)
The writers of the proposal continued to describe how all interested
stakeholders would have input into the activities of the Center. The function of a
proposed Advisory Board was described: "A Center Advisory Board will assist in
determining priorities, programs, and policies for the Center. The membership of
this body will assure coordination of the Center activities with the priorities of the
constituent organizations and will also assist in gaining support and commitment of
the organizations for Center programs” (Center for the Collaborative Advancement of
the Teaching Profession, grant proposal, 1987, p. 12).
The grant writer explained that the Advisory Board for the Center would be
comprised of the University Provost, three School of Education faculty members,
three College of Arts and Sciences faculty members, the Superintendent of Schools
for JCPS, the Chair of the Ozar Valley Education Cooperative, and three teachers and
two principals appointed by the surrounding school districts (Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession, grant proposal, 1987, pp. 1213). Subsequent to the approval of the proposal, individuals were appointed to the
Advisory Board as planned. Consequently, from the beginning, all stakeholders have
been represented and have had the opportunity to discuss and determine the activities
of the Center to ensure that any undertakings have addressed the needs of the public
schools as well as UofL.
The commitment to work on common problematic areas was evident at the
first meeting of the Advisory Board in October 1987. Westley Hartz, professor of
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Secondary Education and co-director of the Minority Teacher Recruitment Program
(MTRP), was quoted as saying, "The project addresses a problem shared by the
school system and the university: the need for more minority teachers in the schools
and the need for more minority students in the teacher education program over the
past two years" (Advisory Board Meeting Minutes, 28 October 1987).
In addition to the Advisory Board, a Steering Committee for the Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession was appointed. This body of
individuals received and considered ideas for collaborative activities, approved the
implementation of appropriate activities, and kept the Advisory Committee informed
regarding the Center’s operations. Many of the Advisory Board Members were also
members of the Steering Committee. Initially, the Steering Committee included:
Richard Nosburge, Dean of the School of Education; Patrick Silverman, Executive
Director of Greers Academy and professor of education at UofL, Tremaine Boston,
JCPS administrator, Thomas Jaysonel, OVEC administrator, Bitsy Lee Winstein, Witt
Easterly, and Gordon Rogers, School of Education staff members. At the June 1987
Steering Committee meeting, initial plans were discussed for fulfilling the objectives
written in the grant proposal. However, all of the members were not been present.
Therefore, Nosburge requested that all Center participants be in attendance at the next
meeting, so that a plan for preliminary promotional materials, a selection process for
clinical instructors, and a calendar for the 1987-88 academic year could be
accomplished with everyone’s input (Steering Committee Meeting Minutes, 15 June
1987).
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At the August 1987 Steering Committee Meeting, a proposed planning
committee for the high school professional development schools (PDSs) was
submitted. The proposed committee was to be composed of twenty-seven individuals
from eleven high schools, three instructional coordinators from the JCPS Greers
Professional Academy, and six professors from UofL. Together, these individuals
were to begin the design o f the high school PDSs to address their shared concern of
properly preparing high school teachers for the future (Steering Committee Meeting
Minutes, 17 August 1987).
The Center’s Progress Report for the period of July 1987 to December 1987
included additional evidence that all stakeholders were invested in the process of
finding solutions to particular educational concerns. The Report noted that:
Representatives of the 24 professional development schools (PDS),
Janesville County Public Schools (JCPS) central office administrators
and specialists, JCPS/Greers Academy staff members, teacher union
representatives, and School of Education faculty members have met on
a regular basis since the spring of 1987. The three planning groups elementary, middle, and high - have examined the major problems of
educational reform and possible solutions to these problems....One
major outcome of these meetings is the document, Vision, Beliefs, and
Standards fo r Professional Development schools as Exemplars o f
Educational Practice....A second outcome of these meetings is the
document, Induction: Roles and Expectations, (p. 2)
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The first document, Vision, Beliefs, and Standards fo r Professional
Development schools as Exemplars o f Educational Practice, delineated the process
used for shared decision making. Among the steps in the process, stakeholders and
problematic areas were discussed:
Those who are affected by and expected to help solve problems will be
actively involved in identifying the problems and making the decisions
about how the problems should be solved....A system will be in place
so that those persons...believe that their views are heard and taken into
account" (p. 3).
Many documents relevant to the Center (e.g., Advisory Board and Steering
Committee Meeting agendas and minutes; progress reports and letters to the President
of UofL and the Superintendents of JCPS and OVEC districts; interdepartmental
memoranda to the School of Education staff and public school participants)
substantiated that the purported process of shared decision making had been actualized
in the operation of the Center. For instance, an interdepartmental memorandum (9
March 1988) from James A. Morrisey, associate dean in the School of Education
contained the following:
As we plan the agenda for the Center of Excellence in the academic
year 1988-89, we invite your ideas and suggestions for activities that
would be meaningful to you in your roles as faculty and staff
promoting quality teacher preparation and professional
development....Specifically, we would like to hear from you concerning
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activities that the Center could sponsor next year that you would find
stimulating, interesting and thought-provoking. We are looking for the
names of potential speakers, ideas for various types of short- and long
term activities, professional supports that you could use in your roles,
and any other types of ideas that you can suggest....Please jo t your
ideas down at the bottom of this memo...you can sign your name and
phone number in case I have any questions about your ideas....Thank
you for this opportunity to get your input. (Morrisey, Plans for 198889 Year, 9 March 1988)
In addition to requesting written input, brown bag lunches were arranged for
the School of Education and JCPS Greers Academy staff. The OVEC representative
was included in the School of Education staff as his office was located in the School
of Education. The brown bag lunches were designed to provide time for discussion
of ideas for Center sponsored activities. Typed material was then provided to the
participants so that they would all have copies of the suggestions that had been
discussed (Morrisey, Next Brown Bag for the Center, 9 March 1988).
At one Steering Committee Meeting, Dean Nosburge invited the members to
offer strategies that would encourage ownership among all faculty for activities of the
Center. Informally sharing information about the activities, publicizing projects in
which some faculty were already involved, and talking about the Center at faculty
meetings were some of the ideas considered. Nosburge reiterated that all faculty
within the School of Education were understood to be part of the Center (Steering
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Committee Meeting Minutes, 6 July 1988).
In 1989, when the JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee was subsumed under
the umbrella of the Center, new members were appointed to the Center’s Steering
Committee to represent the various constituencies. New members included public
school instructional coordinators, faculty members from UofL College of Arts and
Sciences and additional faculty members from the School of Education who previously
participated in the Coordinating Committee (Easterly, 7 April 1989). Efforts were
continually made to include all of the interested parties in the identification,
implementation, and evaluation of the Center’s activities.
A 1990 external evaluation of the five Centers of Excellence in Oklahoma
included an assessment of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession. In the evaluation report submitted by Gordon Davies, Director
of the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia, the Center was acknowledged
for its many achievements. However, it was apparent in Davies’ report that he, like
the original Center participants, had perceived the need for greater ownership of
collaborative activities by all faculty across the university and the schools:
The Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession is an exciting and valuable addition to American higher
education. Probably its greatest strength is the way in which it is
attempting to break down the boundaries between the public schools
and the university through a variety of different programs. These two
very different cultures have to change, both internally and in their
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regard for one another, if they are to work together in genuine collaboration. The
relationship between the Janesville County Public Schools and the University of
Laurelton is a long-standing one, and this probably makes it easier for the Center to
undertake many of its activities.
In the final analysis what is significant is that the school of education is
undertaking a purposeful challenge of existing academic structures, within both
higher and public education. It is challenging both the organizational and
intellectual structures that have come to define the two systems. This is an
extremely valuable contribution.
But we still seem to have a school of education - not a university as a
whole - working with a public school system. The culture of the university,
which tends to isolate various schools from one another and particularly
schools of education from schools of arts and sciences, also needs to change.
I did not see much evidence of university-wide involvement on the part of the
faculty of arts and sciences.
While there has been a vertical collaboration between the school of
education and the Janesville County Public Schools, the next challenge is to
form a horizontal collaboration among the various schools within the university
itself, and particularly between the school of education and the school of arts
and sciences. (Davies, pp.26-28)
The brochure publicizing the 1995-96 competition for funding through the
Center’s JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee provided evidence that efforts have
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continued to be made to inspire greater participation across the public schools and the
university. The brochure states that: "proposals must represent a truly collaborative
effort between the school system and the university and have the potential to
strengthen the continuing collaborative relationship between JCPS and UofL" (199596 Brochure). According to the brochure, if a person had an idea for a collaborative
project, but did not have an interested counterpart at the other institution, detailed
information was included regarding who they could contact within the university or
the public schools to obtain assistance with locating another educator interested in
collaborating. Attempts were made to get interested colleagues together in order to
involve persons who would have a vested interest in a particular problematic area.
Document Content Analysis Summary. Evidence contained in the documents
revealed that the original planners of the Center, as well as later participants in the
Center’s activities, had considered the ways in which collaborative projects would be
selected and ownership fostered. Progress reports for the Center, minutes of
meetings of the various committees associated with the Center, brochures pertaining
to the funded projects, and interdepartmental memoranda clearly demonstrated that
projects were sponsored in which the problematic situation to be addressed was
common to both parties and consistent with the cultural settings of both institutions.
Liaisons in the public schools and the university were available to encourage
participation and facilitate connections between interested parties. Additionally,
involvement of all stakeholders was an admitted concern and suggestions have been
solicited to broaden the participation of faculty members across the university and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Ill

public schools.
Individual or Paired Interviews
Witt Easterly, University Coordinator for School Reform Initiatives,'spoke of
her position at the University which was created about two years ago. The person
occupying this position was expected to serve as a liaison between all schools and
colleges of UofL and the surrounding public schools. The major responsibility of the
Coordinator for School Reform Initiatives was to link people together from the public
schools and the various units of the University who had common interests and a
desire to find solutions to some of the troublesome areas in the field of education.
Commenting on this responsibility, Easterly said, ”1 worry about this sometimes
because as I get even across the units of the university, I might get faculty members
together with common interests and then I have this fear that they may never meet
again" (Interview WE, 17 January 1996).
Easterly went on to explain how she works with newly formed teams of UofL
and public school staff to encourage their commitment to a proposed collaborative
project. If necessary, she assists the team with obtaining external financial support
through foundation grants or other funding sources. In some instances, she has
written the grant proposals herself when she felt that it was absolutely necessary if the
relationship was to continue and become successful. In whatever way was
appropriate, Easterly’s job has been to serve as a resource to the collaborating parties.
Her challenge has been to facilitate the formation of new school-university
collaborations in other sectors of the university - collaborations similar to those that
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have existed for some time between the School of Education and the public schools.
A university-wide committee with representation from the whole faculty had been
organized under Easterly’s leadership in an effort to effect the relationships desired.
From Easterly’s perspective, UofL has been serious about its desire to be actively
involved in the public schools in order to fulfill the expectations established for higher
education by the Oklahoma Education Reform Act (OERA) (Interview, WE, 17
January 1996).
Easterly emphasized that it was important for her to continue UofL’s efforts to
involve stakeholders from units o f the university other than the School of Education in
the school-university collaboration. The mandate of OERA for institutions of higher
education to be more responsive to the needs of their surrounding communities,
especially the public schools, was not meant to be applied solely to schools of
education. OERA required that the theoretical work of all units of the higher
education institution become more relevant to practice. Thus, Easterly’s challenge
has been to assist the units in meeting this state mandate so that UofL’s accreditation
would not be jeopardized. Although staff members in the other units have not been
as enthusiastic as the School of Education staff to become involved in schooluniversity partnerships, Easterly feels that she has made gains in expanding the
number of stakeholders in collaborative activities.
Regarding the school-university collaborative efforts in the professional
development schools project and OERA, Ray Hobbs, Director of the Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession explained:
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The level of commitment in collaboration in the new program is tenfold
what it was before. And I think that because of the Reform Act, there
was a real shift in what got reported and what got recognized. Now
that’s not a real smooth picture yet and I’m not suggesting that
everyone is on the same page at the same time, but it’s a much clearer
picture than it was before. These districts and schools take more and
more ownership over the students that are coming in and so the
program isn’t the University’s program. (Interview RH, 16 January
1996)
Hobbs had been resolute in his claim that all relevant stakeholders have been
included in the Center’s collaborative activities and expounded on this matter:
We set it up so they are in discussion groups so that everybody gets a
chance to hear what works, what doesn’t work. And then we bring
them back to the whole group and make lists. We publish the minutes.
All stakeholders have a part in determining what the collaborative
endeavors will look like. (Interview RH, 16 January 1996)
This claim regarding the involvement of stakeholders in addressing a common
concern of both educational institutions was strengthened by comments from others at
the university. Laren Cage, the administrative assistant to Hobbs, talked about the
Wellness Project which had been initiated two years ago. She spoke of faculty
members being brought together from the different disciplines across the campus - the
College of Health and Social Services, the Program in Dental Hygiene, the School of
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Education, the School of Nursing, and the Law School - to join with the staff of a
public school at which the majority of the students came from a very impoverished
socioeconomic and immigrant community. The stakeholders in the project had
worked together to plan an integrated delivery of services such as dental care, wellbaby check-ups, preschool immunizations, legal assistance, counseling on available
social services and financial planning, and college student mentoring with the public
school students. In December 1995, the stakeholders involved in the project decided
to continue portions of the Wellness Project that had been especially successful even
though the official financial funding had come to an end. Cage perceived that most of
the time the people involved in the Center activities did discuss beforehand the
formulation of committees in order to ensure that they had involved everyone
appropriate to the task (Interview LC, 17 May 1996).
When Juan Fernandes, UofL secondary education professor, described the
Finester High School project in which he has been involved for more than six years,
it was clear that the project been shared among all the constituents. He responded to
the query regarding stakeholders and shared problematic areas by stating this about
the site-based management council at Finester:
Teachers, administrators, parents - Finester is very dynamic - the
fellow sitting behind you last night was the chief janitor for the
building. There’s some parents on the council. There’s some people
who are not parents from the community because they are the number
one tax payers or citizens who don’t have kids in school right now.
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Even students [are on the council] - so every kind of audience is
represented. We said, "What would it look like if we did it right?”
And we all dreamed it up and did it and it was very successful in the
minds of our students and in the minds of the teachers who they
worked with.
And we’re building professional development this summer with
a team of teachers that wants to plan it with pay or academic credit or a
combination. They’ll facilitate the process of getting it organized.
What will our agenda be for our class [next year]? Well, we’ll have a
team in July and August that will work with us to plan it so that it’s not
done by the University. It’s done by a collaborative effort with the
teachers there. (Interview JF, 17 January 1996)
Two other UofL staff members agreed with Fernandes’ belief that all
stakeholders have been included in the planning and that the issues addressed were of
mutual concern to all parties involved in the partnership. Dixie Kane, Chairperson
for early and middle childhood education, added, "The mutual concern for teacher
preparation and professional development makes a shared commitment more readily
possible" (Interview DK, 17 January 1996). Regarding a project in which she had
participated, Pauline Munston-Travis, an assistant professor in Kane’s department,
stated : "For this year, we identified those features [indicators of quality schools] as
well as attempted to assess our needs for each group to contribute to the other to
make the collaborative reciprocal and sincere - or genuine I should say - as well as
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ongoing (Interview PMT, 18 January 1996).
Responses from individuals in the school systems demonstrated that they
shared the beliefs held by the University staff. The executive director of the JCPS
Greers Academy, Delores Westby, said, "We will get called on. So it’s rare that
there’s a project that no one knows about. Typically, people across the divisions
within the district ask others to be involved. We’re going back now to focus in on
projects to make sure that we’re getting all the stakeholders as we reorganized"
(Interview DW, 16 January 1996). Lena Hedgler, an instructional coordinator at
Greers, added, "I would say that all the stakeholders are involved, which means large
committee meetings. I don’t think anybody ever feels left out" (Interview LH, 16
January 1996).
As to the commonality of the concerns that have been addressed, both Westby
and Hedgler expressed the idea that the school and UofL have the same goals: to
continue the professional development of the current staff and to ensure the best
preparation possible for future educators. In achieving these goals, the institutions
would have fulfilled their missions of serving an urban community by meeting the
educational needs of the citizens of Laurelton. As Hedgler stated, "We’ve assumed
that we have a symbiotic relationship with the university and it works for everybody’s
advantage....You know, it’s just like one staff that has one place" (Interview LH, 16
January 1996).
Both Renard Barry and Megg Wiseman, principals in the local schools, had
shared the events of the initial planning year for one collaborative project, the
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professional development schools. All school staff members including the
administrators met with the University staff for a week-long retreat with nationally
known speakers on team building. They experienced numerous challenge courses and
activities in which teamwork and trust were essential ingredients for success. Followup meetings were held to strengthen the relationship among the team members and to
provide time for everyone to give their input for the implementation year. As Barry
put it,
We’ve got lots of committee work and lots of ownership. We started
with Ray and we’ve ended with Ray and we’re continuing to grow with
Ray. The enthusiasm you get from UofL you can’t get any better
because they’re here to serve you anyway they can and they don’t say
"big me" and "little you." We’re all on an even keel. We respect each
other’s professionalism. We do nothing here in this building without
total input from the staff....That’s ownership and teamwork. You can’t
survive in the world without it. If you feel like you have an opinion
that’s valued, you contribute it....When you’re involved in your own
destiny, it makes you anxious to be involved. (Interview RB, 16
January 1996)
Even at the level of the mentor teacher, Hailey Kaiser had this to say about
her participation in the project, "I’m a very blunt person and I wasn’t afraid to say
what I felt. And although I felt there were problems, I didn’t have to hold that in and
I knew that when I said it, they [the UofL liaisons] would listen" (Interview HK, 16
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January 1996). The other mentor teacher who was present for this paired interview,
Gabrielle Forney, followed Kaiser’s comment with,
And there were so many changes that were made because of that. You
don’t see that very often. A lot of times - and I’ve been guilty because
I’m on a lot of district committees where we give all the faculty in the
county opportunities to voice their opinions - we never do a thing about
it and we just end up using our own [ideas] with our personal agendas.
And I disagree with that always. And I’ve not had that happen in this
relationship at all. (Interview GF, 16 January 1996)
Summary of Individual or Paired Interviews. UofL and school personnel
unanimously agreed that solutions to the problematic areas addressed through the
Center had been accomplished by including all of the stakeholders from the very
beginning. The differences between the cultures of the public schools and higher
education were acknowledged. Subsequently, team building strategies were
implemented to ensure that all stakeholders were perceived as equally responsible and
viable participants in the collaborative endeavor. As the lines of cultural differences
between the individuals became more and more blurred, the parties involved in the
partnership activities perceived themselves as being part of one continuous K-16+
staff joined together to find solutions to mutual educational challenges.
Focus Group Interviews
Frequently, the participants in the focus group interviews did not respond to
the research questions from the standpoint of the overall school-university
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relationship. Rather, their responses were based on their experiences at the point of
implementation of the partnership plans. Thus, their perception and mention of the
Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession were restricted.
Mentor Teachers Focus Group. When the mentor teachers were asked about
the stakeholders who were included in the project in which they had been involved,
they said that they thought that everyone who had wanted to be included had been
invited to participate. In one school, the teachers volunteered to serve as mentor
teachers. Then, from the pool of volunteers, the principal and the university liaison
selected the number of mentor teachers needed for the academic year. The number of
mentor teachers required for any particular school year depended on the number of
Master of Arts in Teaching students enrolled in the UofL teacher preparation
program. Generally, one mentor teacher was assigned to work with only one MAT
(Interview MB, GM, JS, and VW, 15 May 1996).
In another instance, Vivian Wesbrook, a mentor teacher, mentioned that the
teachers at her school submitted applications. Then, the principal and UofL liaison
selected from the applicants depending on the information contained in the
application as well as the number of MATs scheduled for that building (Interview
VW, 15 May 1996).
Contemplating stakeholder involvement, one mentor teacher, Margory
Braulston, added, "I think it has to be strictly voluntary and dependent on the
individual as to how much they want to get involved and how much the mentor
teacher wants to get involved in the various things. I think it’s important not to push
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somebody into being more involved than they can be comfortably." The various
"things” that Braulston was referring to were the extra projects within the PDS
environment like joint action research, joint writing of articles, work with
subcommittees on student assessment portfolios, or presentations at the annual
conference sponsored by the Center (Interview MB, 15 May 1996).
All four mentor teachers responded similarly to the question regarding whether
the school and UofL staff had a mutual interest in the problematic area being
addressed by the PDS partnership. They all believed that the development of quality
future teachers and continued professional enhancement for themselves and the
University liaisons were of mutual importance to the schools and UofL. A
commitment to, and focus on, kids and learning were basic to a comfortable
collaborative relationship.
Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT) Students Focus Group. For this group of
individuals, the query about stakeholders and a common agenda did not generate
information on the professional development schools project. Rather, the MATs
proceeded into a discussion of their MAT program. All five of the MATs expressed
their disappointment in not being involved in the discussions or plans for their own
graduate program. Different UofL liaisons had been assigned to the participating
schools and thus, each professional development school experience had been slightly
different. Some liaisons required detailed, typed lesson plans on a weekly basis while
other liaisons required only a hand-written sketch of the planned instruction.
Additionally, some MATs had frequent contact with their University liaison while

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

121
others had minimal contact with their liaisons.
Although the MATs expressed a belief that everyone in the partnership was
working toward the same goals of preparing quality teachers and making innovative
changes in education, they strongly agreed that there should have been times
scheduled during the school year for all mentor teachers, all MATs, and all liaisons to
meet and discuss the program and how it could have been done differently (Interview
TA, JB, AF, JL, and LW, 16 May 1996).
Summary of Focus Group Interviews. There seemed to be agreement among
the focus group participants that there was a mutual concern which bound the mentor
teachers, MATs, and UofL staff together. This was the interest in preparing quality
future teachers, stimulating intellectual growth in public school and higher education
professionals, and making changes in the educational setting. However, it was
evident that while the mentor teachers believed that the appropriate stakeholders had
been involved in the collaborative projects, the MATs believed the opposite. Again,
as in previous examinations of Wilbur’s factors for successful school-university
partnerships, the MATs had voiced their views from the perspective of their roles as
beneficiaries of the project. In contrast, the mentor teachers had the perspective of
collaborators with true equal voice in how the project was designed, implemented,
and evaluated.
Project Selection and Fostering Ownership Summary
With the exception of the information acquired in the focus group interview
with the Master of Arts in Teaching students, all data from the documents and other
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interviews were essentially in agreement. That data indicated that the designers of the
Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession had considered
it necessary to gain ownership from those involved. Additionally, focusing on
educational concerns of mutual interest to the schools and UofL was a basic guideline
for lending support to collaborative activities from the initial writing of the Center for
Excellence grant to the Center’s present operation.
That an external evaluator suggested that ownership of the activities be
broadened horizontally to others across the campus does not detract from what the
Center had already accomplished in this area. Early on, UofL and public school staff
involved in the Center projects identified the need to include all interested parties in
discussing, implementing, and evaluating solutions to their common concerns. Once
discussed, the need was not forgotten; suggestions for gaining and keeping the
involvement of more individuals often re-appeared in the meeting agendas and
minutes of the Steering Committee. Thus, the planners of the Center had considered
initially, and throughout the Center’s operation, the need to include all stakeholders
who have a shared interest in a particular problematic area. Clearly, these findings
are congruent with Wilbur’s belief that school-university partners must focus on
projects which address a common educational concern. The findings are also
compatible with Wilbur’s belief that successful school-university partnerships must
foster ownership of any project by including all stakeholders from the initial planning
stages of the collaborative endeavor.
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Governance and Communication
Governance and communication within a school-university partnership are
crucial elements that can impact the alliance in either a negative or positive manner.
With the ability of the partners to listen to each other and articulate the expected
services and programs effectively, members learn to tolerate instances when things do
not go as expected and are less likely to point the finger of blame at the other party.
Franklin Wilbur asserts that a plan for effective communication and written
procedures for the administration of interinstitutional projects are essential to the
success of a school-university collaboration; how the participants will interact for the
duration of the endeavor is part of the process which must be considered from the
very beginning.
Document Content Analysis
Attention has been given to the governance structure of the Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession starting with the original 1987
grant proposal. The Center’s governance structure was described by Richard
Nosburge, Patrick Silverman, Witt Easterly, and Bitsy Lee Winstein, originators of
the grant:
This understanding of collaboration is reflected in the governance
structure of the proposed center —Richard Nosburge, Dean of the
School of Education, and Patrick Silverman, Executive Director of the
JCPS/Greers Professional Development Academy, the school system’s
staff development unit, will be co-directors. These two have developed
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national reputations for leadership in teacher education reform and for the
ability to work toward such reform collaboratively.
This arrangement will ensure active and sustained participation by those
in the university and those in the schools as well as support close
communication among the various constituencies. Nosburge is the chief
academic and administrative officer of the School of Education and Chair of
the university-wide body (the University Teacher Education Committee) that
oversees all teacher education programs. As co-director of the Center, he will
assume primary responsibility for working with university departments and
governance bodies to implement the curriculum reforms called for in this
proposal. He will also coordinate faculty participation in Center programs and
assure that existing School resources are utilized in ways that are supportive of
Center goals. University oversight of the Center and its programs will be
incorporated in Nosburge’s reporting relationship to the Provost and adherence
to regular university governance procedures.
Silverman will serve as co-director since the initial efforts to establish
professional development schools will take place in Janesville County, where a
structure and commitment to accomplish this objective are already in place.
Silverman is the chief staff development officer for JCPS and has already
begun the process of planning for professional development schools. As co
director, Silverman will continue his leadership in this effort and will
coordinate the involvement of JCPS personnel in the Center programs. (Center
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for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession Grant Proposal,
1987, pp. 1, 10-12)
The remainder of this section of the grant proposal pertaining to governance
and communication described other organizational relationships and responsibilities.
An organizational chart was included to illustrate the proposed structure. A Center
Advisory Board was to be created with representatives from all constituencies in the
partnership (to portray the involvement of all stakeholders, this committee was
described previously in this chapter under the heading of Project Selection and
Fostering Ownership). Cooperative arrangements already underway involving the
collaboration of UofL and the public schools were also described to provide brief
sketches of the organizational structures in place for those partnerships; eventually,
those arrangements were subsumed under the umbrella of the Center (Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession Grant Proposal, 1987).
In addition to the communication avenues inherent in the governance structure,
the implementation plan of the proposed Center delineated how information about the
Center’s work would be communicated to others:
Under the direction of Witt Easterly, editor, writer, and former
coordinator of communication (including publications) for the Center
for Educational Policy and Management at the University of Oregon,
the Center will establish a systematic program for collecting
information on work in progress and distilling this information into a
variety of formats for diverse audiences. (Center for the Collaborative
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Advancement of the Teaching Profession Grant Proposal, 1987, p. 52)
Three university faculty members and two JCPS staff members were appointed to a
Publications Advisory Board to assist Easterly with effective strategies and timelines
for specific projects as well as to give editorial approval to any products prior to
distribution. According to the plan, technical reports of the supported collaborative
projects would be released after the first two years of the Center’s operation.
The grant proposal also spoke to the concern of informing staff of
opportunities to participate in the collaborative projects as well as providing support
to staff in making presentations on their involvement. Financial assistance for
conference attendance as well as editorial services would be available to the
participants to encourage wide dissemination of information pertaining to successful
projects. Articles and news releases on the Center’s activities were to be published
on a regular basis. Cavalier Principles, a publication of the School of Education, was
to devote one of its three annual issues to the work of the Center. Informal
newsletters were to be published frequently and distributed to professional
associations, governmental agencies, and the education media as a means to inform
the broader community, as well as Laurelton educators, of the collaborations
impacting K-16+ education (pp.52-54).
Issues of Cavalier Principles often contained articles pertaining to the Center’s
work. Examples of the Center’s activities that were publicized were the professional
development schools project (Fall 1993), the Innovyae Initiative, a joint endeavor to
redesign the administrative and curricular structures of Innovyae Middle and High
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Schools (Spring/Summer 1994), and TAPS, a project for enhancing student
assessment through the use of technology (Fall 1995/Winter 1996). Project profiles,
condensed one-page synopses, were produced and regularly modified to provide a
quick overview of the various collaborative projects underway: JCPS/UofL
Coordinating Committee; the OVEC/UofL OERA Implementation; COSE, Career
Opportunities in Special Education; the Education Economic Center; Restructuring at
Finester High; The Foxfire Institute; Technology Alliance; The Phase Program Clinical Experiences in Elementary Education; Lattice - Learning Algebra Through
Technology, Investigation, and Cooperative Experiences; the Laurelton Writing
Project; the Reading Recovery Project; and the Oklahoma Institute for Arts in
Education. Names and addresses for contact persons for each of the projects were
provided in each synopsis for readers desiring more details or information on ways to
become involved.
Collaborative Ventures is an annual publication of the JCPS/UofL Coordinating
Committee which depicts the numerous collaborative activities that were supported
with resources from the Committee and/or the Center. Accomplishments of the
partnership activities were drawn from the final project reports required for each of
the funded projects. These publications were disseminated to staff across the
university and the JCPS school district to inform others of successful endeavors and to
inspire their own application for an annual award to support a collaborative endeavor
(Collaborative Ventures, 1990-91, 1991-92, 1992-93, 1993-94).
Samples of interdepartmental memoranda are available also in the Center’s
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documentation files and provide evidence that written communication was used to
keep the Center’s participants informed. Changes in meeting times, emergency
meetings, or solicitation of input for upcoming meetings were topics that were
included in the memoranda (Morrisey, 9 March 1988; Morrisey, 13 February 1990;
Nosburge, 11 June 1991; Rogers, 16 February 1988).
Agendas and minutes from meetings of the Steering Committee showed that
meetings took place on a regular basis for approximately the first three years of the
grant implementation. Meetings of the Steering Committee took place twice every
month and then were discontinued at the end of June 1991 when the Steering
Committee was disbanded. As recorded in the minutes, "In keeping with the Steering
Committee’s consideration of the governance structure that will best serve the Center
in the next biennium, the Steering Committee was disbanded at the close of this
meeting" (Steering Committee Minutes, 25 June 1991, p. 2). Consequently, no
minutes were available for the July 9, 1991 Steering Committee Meeting, but the
agenda for that meeting had already been set and contained an item entitled,
"Reorganization of governance" (Steering Committee Meeting Agendas and Minutes,
15 June 1987 - 25 June 1991). Subsequent to that agenda, a memorandum was
written by Dean Nosburge and distributed to the School of Education faculty. The
subject of the memorandum was the "Change in Responsibilities for James Morrisey
and Ray Hobbs." The contents of the memorandum reads:
I write to inform you of a change in responsibilities for James Morrisey
and Ray Hobbs. Effective July 1, 1991, Ray will replace James as
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associate director of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession (CCATP). We make this change partly because of
James’ expanded responsibilities in other areas of his role as associate dean
and partly to allocate more attention to making the major changes we
anticipate in our programs.
Although Ray will continue to have teaching responsibilities in the
Department of Early and Middle Childhood Education, he will spend
approximately 3/4 time as associate director of the CCATP. His
responsibilities in this role will focus upon coordinating the interdepartmental
aspects of planning for our new teacher education programs and developing
and coordinating the School-wide agenda in support of the Oklahoma
Education Reform Act (OERA).
I appreciate James’ past assistance with the Center and Ray’s
willingness to take on this new assignment. In addition to changing
responsibilities for them, this shift is intended to redirect the resources of the
CCATP toward greater support of our mainstream teacher education programs
and to strengthen our efforts in support of OERA.
There were no other documented references to this change in responsibilities or
governance in the Center’s files.
Although the Advisory Board was designed to meet two to three times
annually, there were only four sets of agendas and minutes available in the files.
Thus, there was written proof of the Board’s convening only the first couple of years
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(Advisory Board Meeting Agendas and Minutes, 28 October 1987, 23 February 1988,
15 December 1988, 6 July 1989). The limited documentation regarding the Advisory
Committee meetings suggests that this Committee may have become defunct after the
first two years of the Center’s operation.
Summary of Document Content Analysis. Data extracted from the written
documents regarding the Center have illustrated that the governance structure and
communication of information were consciously considered by the collaborating
participants. The original grant proposal established the organizational structure and
lines of communication that would be utilized to accomplish the goals of the Center.
The design of the governance structure with co-directors, an advisory board, a
steering committee, a coordinator of publications, and a Publications Advisory
Committee included staff members from UofL and the schools. Consequently, the
people involved at those levels were expected to disseminate information regarding the
Center’s work to each other as well as to others in the University and school
environments. Project Profiles, Cavalier Principles, Collaborative Ventures, and
interdepartmental memoranda provided proof that the proposed governance and
communication plans of the 1987 grant proposal were actualized in the daily workings
of the Center. Limited documentation of Advisory Committee meetings suggests that
the Committee may have become defunct after the first two years of operation. Some
written documentation also exists to suggest another change in governance around July
1991.
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Individual or Paired Interviews
A brief overview of the original governance structure for the Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession was offered by several of the
university staff who had taken part in the original grant proposal. Richard Nosburge,
Dean of the UofL School of Education, Ray Hobbs, Director of the Center, Witt
Easterly, University-wide Coordinator for School Reform Initiative, and Bitsy Lee
Winstein, professor in secondary education offered information that coincided well
with the structure proposed in the original Center grant and in operation for the
Center’s first four to five years. They all, however, indicated that the structure was
changed slightly over the past two years because of the extensive growth of the
Center’s work as well as a change in the administrative structure in JCPS. The
resignations of Patrick Silverman and Tremaine Boston from the school district within
the past two years seemingly impacted the Center’s governing design because there
was no longer a person in JCPS assigned specifically to act as a co-director of the
Center.
Ray Hobbs has served as the sole Director of the Center for the past two years
and has attempted to work closely with the Executive Director of the JCPS Greers
Academy, Delores Westby, to renew the long-time collaborative relationship that had
existed between the two entities prior to the resignations and JCPS administrative
changes. Delores Westby confirmed the recent efforts of UofL when she said,
When I got here about a year and a half ago, not only was that
[partnerships] a part of the Greers Academy, but UofL had been very
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active with the district. I met with Richard [Nosburge] pretty soon after
coming here. He expressed a desire to renew what had been a very full
relationship with the Greers Academy and the district, but especially with the
Academy. And that was fine with me because I could see the actual
connections. (Interview LH and DW, 16 January 1996)
Westby then continued to talk about ways in which she and Ray Hobbs were
attempting to refocus on the priorities of the school-university partnership, especially
with the professional development schools project. Westby commented about the
commitment on behalf of Greers, "One of the things that I’ve asked Lena [Hedgler] to
do - because we have not given PDS the same attention as when Patrick Silverman
started the Academy - is to take that on as her responsibility because I think that the
University is doing its part, but I don’t think that we’re doing ours" (Interview DW,
16 January 1996).
An interview subsequent to the one with Westby and Hedgler revealed that
they were accurate in their perception of the altered relationship with the university
that accompanied the district’s change in superintendency. Tremaine Boston, former
assistant superintendent in JCPS and director of Greers, indicated in his interview that
the focus of the Greers Academy was changed when the JCPS administration was
reorganized. Attention to the new organizational structure in JCPS drew attention
away from the relationship with UofL for a time.
Although the governance structure of the Center was changed from the original
plan, communication between and among the participants and external audiences

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

133
appeared to stay constant. Like all other university staff interviewed, Dean Nosburge
reported that most of his communications with others regarding the functions of the
Center were done through electronic mail whenever possible; verbal exchanges at
meetings or by telephone are also a means of keeping everyone informed, but on a
less frequent basis. The Dean added that Ray Hobbs attends all his staff meetings
with the department chairs so that the chairs remain informed regarding the Center’s
work.
Laren Cage, the Administrative Assistant in the Center, was adamant about the
need to reconsider the aspect of communication. She admitted that generally
everyone kept each other informed by electronic mail, telephone, or written notes.
She also indicated that if Hobbs was not available to receive a call or a visit, he had
instructed Cage to provide his home telephone number so that callers could reach him
in the evening. This availability of Hobbs’ home telephone number as an avenue for
communication was confirmed in the interviews with the mentor teachers and MAT
students who stated that they often called Hobbs at home to discuss matters after the
regular school day.
Cage’s concern regarding the aspect of communication stemmed from the
inability to use electronic mail to communicate with JCPS, the largest public school
entity in the partnership and the district with which Cage has had the most interaction.
The lack of an electronic link between UofL and JCPS necessitated a large number of
telephone calls to JCPS whenever paperwork related to the Center’s funding arrived
in Cage’s office. Apparently, in filing for reimbursements for substitute teacher
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costs, material purchases, or other expenses that were approved through the Center
monies, invoice mistakes were commonplace and Cage was responsible for resolving
the errors before reimbursement was made. With electronic mail, Cage perceived
that the time required to resolve billing errors could have been greatly reduced, hence
making her job a little more efficient. (Interview LC, 17 May 1996)
Mentor teachers and principals commented that a lot of their communication
occurred face-to-face because the liaisons were in their buildings two and three days a
week during the school year (Interviews RB, PD, HK, SM, DM, MT, and MW, 16
January 1996). The liaisons to these particular schools confirmed this means of
keeping everyone informed and added that they believed that everyone had done an
excellent job of keeping each other up-to-date on the day-to-day happenings,
especially in the PDS project (Interviews RH, BLW, 16 January 1996; Interview DK,
JF, 17 January 1996; Interview PMT, 18 January 1996).
Summary of Individual or Paired Interviews. Interviewees made it clear that
the originators of the Center had considered the governance and communication
structures of the partnership. After approval of the Center proposal from the state of
Oklahoma, the governance structure as described in the proposal was instituted.
Publications were created and distributed regarding the work of the Center and
numerous articles were written about the success of the collaborative activities
supported by the Center. Participants believed that communication was open and
means for communication were available through several avenues: electronic mail,
telephone, written notes, meetings, and visits.
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A change in the administration in JCPS impacted the organizational structure
in the Center but data from the interviews was not sufficient to indicate the extent of
the impact on the overall operations of the Center. The conclusive impression
regarding the aspects of governance and communication that was derived from the
interview sessions was a favorable one. Final annual reports for funded projects as
well as positive comments from the interviewees indicated that collaborative activities
proceeded to deliver successful results for the participants despite the governance
change.
Cage, the Administrative Assistant, suggested that communication could be
improved through electronic mail accessibility with all members of the collaboration.
This suggestion seemed viable considering her role in the partnership endeavors. As
the Center’s office manager, she served as a link between all of the partnership
participants; clearly, her responsibilities could have been eased with electronic mail
access to all of the constituents, rather than just a few. This suggestion does not take
away from the majority of the evidence however, that suggests that other
communication channels were available and were considered by the original planners
of the collaboration.
Focus Group Interviews
The focus group interviews produced very little useful information pertaining
to the governance and communication within the collaborative arrangements between
schools and UofL.
Mentor Teachers Focus Group. In the area of governance, the mentor
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teachers offered information related to the relationship with Ray Hobbs as the
Director of the Center and the university liaisons, but did not mention anything that
would have indicated their awareness of the Steering Committee, the Advisory Board,
or the Publications Advisory Committee. It is possible that their limited information
about the governance structure of the Center stemmed from their narrow involvement
in the PDS project which appeared to have more focus on the school, rather than on
the total school-university collaboration.
Although one mentor teacher alluded to a need for more communication before
actually committing to the PDS program, the general consensus of the four teachers in
the focus group was that information was easily exchanged between the University
liaisons, the mentor teachers, and the MAT students.
Master of Arts in Teaching fMAT) Students Focus Group. The MAT students
in the focus group provided even less information about the governance of the
Center’s activities than did the mentor teachers. In fact, it became apparent that they
did not understand that Ray Hobbs was the Director of the Center. One MAT, Lissa
Wayne, stated, "Well, Ray and Dixie - as wonderful as they are and they started this
program - we only saw them at the beginning of August. Ray and Dixie should be a
part of this whole thing. We saw them in July for a week; we saw them a day in
January, and now" (Interview LW, 16 May 1996). What Wayne was trying to
communicate was that she believed that Ray and Dixie were the lead liaisons and
should have met with all of the MATs, not just the MATs at their own assigned
schools. Further discussion of the topic led to the fact that some MATs had only
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infrequent communication with their liaisons whereas other MATs working with Ray
or some of the other liaisons had contact with their University liaisons two and three
times per week. The MATs not assigned to Hobbs or Kane made it plain that they
perceived the situation as unfair. One MAT who wanted to remain anonymous
added, "There was no communication at all!" (Interview, 16 May 1996)
Summary of Focus Group Interviews. Even combining the data from the
focus group interviews added little to the picture of the governance structure or
communication procedures utilized within the Center activities. Mentor teachers
demonstrated a limited awareness of the governance structure of the Center since they
only mentioned Hobbs as the Director. MATs exhibited no knowledge of the
governance structure which was anticipated based on their initial responses to
questions regarding the Center; as discussed earlier in this chapter in the section on
Leadership Support, the MATs were barely aware of the Center.
Although avenues of communication were available according to the focus
group mentor teachers and most of the focus group MATs, communication was not
perceived by them as being as effective as it might have been. Mentor Teachers
expressed a desire for more information about the program at the initial point of
involvement and the MATs believed that the level of communication varied depending
upon the assigned school and University liaison. All MATs in the focus group
interview voiced a need for better communication.
Overall, the participants in the focus group interviews displayed little
knowledge of the governance or communication structures related to the Center’s
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operation. One point that was clear, however, was the need for improved
communication at the mentor teacher and MAT level.
Governance and Communication Summary
Governance and communication within the Laurelton school-university
partnership were considered as elements that could impact the success of the activities
associated with the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession. Consequently, the individuals who had conceptualized and wrote the
original grant proposal, Richard Nosburge, Bitsy Lee Winstein, and Witt Easterly,
provided an elaborate plan for both governance and communication related to the
Center’s work. The review of the Center’s documents revealed that this commitment
to the organizational and communication procedures was continued into the first four
years of the Center’s operations. After that time, due to changes within one of the
school districts involved in the partnership, JCPS, the governance structure of the
Center was altered (Steering Committee Meeting Agenda, 9 July 1991); co-directors
were no longer present and the regular meetings of the various committees such as the
Steering Committee ceased.
Although communication between certain parties such as the Dean of the UofL
School of Education, the Director of the Center, the PDS liaisons, and the principals
of the PDS sites appeared to be effective, there was some suggestion that
communication needed to be improved. One group of MAT students perceived that
communication did not exist at their level and they expressed a need for improvement
in the area of communication. Cage, the Administrative Assistant to the Director of
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the Center, voiced similar sentiments when she pointed out the lack of electronic mail
throughout the entire collaborative partnership. It became obvious that the good
intentions of the original grant writers was fulfilled in the first years of the Center’s
lifespan, but it also appears that a plan for effective communication pertaining to how
the participants would interact during the most recent year of the PDS project had not
been as successfully developed or implemented.
Evaluation
A commitment to meaningful evaluation of partnership projects must be
included in the design of any partnership. To Wilbur, it has been clear that program
assessment is essential for success and someone has to be given the responsibility to
see evaluation to its completion. He contends that an evaluation component needs to
be built into every collaborative activity associated with a school-university
partnership and he highly recommends that the evaluation be completed by a
professional, external evaluator.
Document Content Analysis
Section V m of the 1987 Center grant proposal outlined the particulars of
measuring the outcomes and benchmarks anticipated as a result of the Center’s work.
Each of the three major goals was examined in terms of specific evaluation methods
appropriate to assessing the outcomes. Definitions of each proposed assessment
method (i.e., self report, action research, questionnaire, records, observation, testing,
survey, interview) were provided for clarification (Center for The Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession Grant Proposal, 1987, pp. 74-78).
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It is interesting to note that in evaluating the first goal of the Center, to work
with professionals in the field to improve practice through a clinical approach to
teacher preparation and systematic professional development programs, the originators
of the Center grant focused the evaluation component of this goal on evaluating the
process of collaborative activities. Assessment of the goal was designed "to
determine the presence and quality of reflective, research-based inquiry into teaching
and learning, shared decision making, and cooperation in developing instructional and
curricular materials" (p. 76). Additionally, the products of collaborative activities
were to be evaluated "to determine changes in the quality and/or level of the
participants’ attitudes toward collegiality, commitment to the profession, sense of
efficacy, adaptability, utilization of new knowledge, and competence as designer of
instructional materials" (p. 76). The improvement of practice was also to be
evaluated by appraising the
teacher’s performance according to GPA, achievement in student
teaching, knowledge of effective practices for framing subject matter,
development of research-based teaching strategies and models, teacherinitiated professional articles, students’ performance as manifested in
standardized achievement tests and higher level thinking/writing skills,
and the students’ active engagement in the subject matter (p. 76).
The grant writers also focused on the outcomes produced through collaborative
activities in the assessment of goal two of the grant proposal: to develop and
implement model teacher preparation programs that represent a substantial departure
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from the status quo in terms of (a) emphasis on intellectual breadth and rigor as well
as relevance to practice, and (b) recruitment of students from nontraditional sources.
For instance, one method described to evaluate goal two was to determine "the extent
to which formal cooperative arrangements between UofL and surrounding school
districts are developed" (p. 77).
The Center’s efforts to achieve goal three, to gather and disseminate
information about the effects of collaborative efforts toward the improvement of
teaching, were to be measured by determining how collaboration was manifested in
"UofL professors’ views of, involvement in, and suggestions for collaboration with
surrounding school districts, and collaborative research, workshops, and publications"
(p. 78). The extent of collaborative involvement and the products of those
relationships were central to the evaluation of the Center’s success in accomplishing
its goals.
Throughout the minutes of the Steering Committee meetings (17 August 1987
to 9 July 1991), it was possible to find material pertinent to the ongoing evaluation of
the collaborative activities sponsored by the Center. At an August 1987 meeting,
George Rogers, professor in UofL School of Education, presented a summary of the
first-year benchmarks. In the summary, he included the type of data required and the
persons responsible for providing the data. During the discussion of the reporting
requirements for OCHE, "several members of the committee pointed out that the
benchmarks for publications and attracting additional funding may have already been
met" ( Steering Committee Meeting Minutes, 17 August 1987, p. 1).
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In the first Institution Progress Report for the period of July 1, 1987 to
December 31, 1987, it was noted that the information contained in the Report covered
principally the first six months of the Center’s operation. However, progress toward
the benchmarks required in the first six months of 1988 were also included in order to
"give a sense of continuity to the progress being made by the Center and to indicate
the extent to which initial efforts of the Center are already leading to long-range
accomplishments" (p. 1). Detailed information pertaining to each of the three major
goals of the Center was given. A final statement was included to assure OCHE that
the initial proposed evaluation plan was still being pursued, but that certain pieces
remained to be put into place. The Center’s evaluator, George Rogers, met with all
individuals involved in the various collaborative activities to assure that all
benchmarks were being addressed and that the types of data required were either
being collected or plans were being devised to effect the collection of evidence. Since
two new projects were initiated since the approval of the Center as a Center of
Excellence, proposed evaluation designs were included for the two new programs.
A February 1988 interdepartmental memorandum from Rogers, requested that
the Center’s Advisory Board members review a draft questionnaire pertaining to
professional development schools. The purpose of the questionnaire was to gather
baseline data that would be necessary to determine to what extent the goals of the
grant had been met after a certain period. Rogers gave suggestions to the Board that
were designed to encourage an acceptable return rate from the administrators and
teachers to whom the questionnaire was to be sent (Rogers, Interdepartmental
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Communication, 16 February 1988). Results of the final survey were provided by
Rogers at the August 17, 1988 meeting of the Steering Committee.
After the Center was in operation for approximately one year, the Oklahoma
Council on Higher Education (OCHE) requested that the UofL School of Education
conduct an external evaluation of the Center. Of the five Centers of Excellence
selected by OCHE in 1987, the other four had built an external evaluation component
into their original designs; the proposal for the Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession had not. An external review panel was
called in by the state for use by OCHE in negotiating for continued funding of the
Centers of Excellence (Steering Committee Meeting Minutes, 2 November 1988, p.
2). Plans began to comply with OCHE’s request.
While compliance with the request for an external evaluation of the Center was
underway, annual reports on the funded projects of the JCPS/UofL Coordinating
Committee (this collaborative endeavor had operated under the umbrella of the Center
since February 1989) were submitted to the President of UofL and the Superintendent
of JCPS. Each annual report depicted the projects funded for the academic year and
included copies of any newspaper or professional journal articles which emphasized
the successes of the highlighted projects (Easterly, JCPS/UofL Coordinating
Committee Annual Report, 28 March 1988 to 11 May 1990; Nosburge, JCPS/UofL
Coordinating Committee Annual Report, 7 April, 1989).
A part of the application requirement for seeking a JCPS/UofL Coordinating
Committee grant award was that the request had to include an evaluation component
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and submission of a final annual report. Information condensed from these annual
reports submitted by the collaborating parties in the individually funded projects that
was incorporated into the Annual Report of the JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee.
Final reports from funded projects during the 1983-84 academic year to the 1994-95
academic year completely filled two file drawers of the Center’s records. The reports
included evaluation results in conjunction with any suggestions for improvement or
expansion. In some instances, videotapes of the project’s products were included in
the final report files as a method of assessment (JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee
Final Project Reports, 1983 to 1995).
Discussions regarding the external evaluation required by OCHE continued
and various external reviewers were contemplated: Dwight Allen and William
Dandridge, Connie Toefler, Ted Sizer, Dave Imig, and Gordon Davies. In the end,
Gordon Davies was selected to complete the evaluation; plans for his visit to
Laurelton on January 5, 1990 were coordinated at the December 20, 1989 meeting of
the Steering Committee. In the March 1, 1990 report submitted to the OCHE and the
Center by Gordon Davies, he included several disclosures regarding his evaluation the most important one being that he had spent only a half day at most at the Center.
Therefore, he had had a limited opportunity to explore the Center’s complex
relationships with other parts of the University, the local school systems, industry, or
state government. He wrote that his report included observations and judgments
derived from meetings and written material (initial proposals, progress reports, and
other documents) about the Center and expressed the belief that although his report
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was not comprehensive, it was accurate as to the facts. Throughout Davies’ report,
he recognized the Center for the new richness it had given to the notion of
collaboration. He applauded the Center for its success in "sharing not only the
personnel and resources of the schools and UofL, but also of the responsibility for
planning and thinking out how the professional development of teachers ought to
happen" (Davies, p. 22). In a large portion of the report, Davies provided
descriptions of the collaborative endeavors (e.g., the minority recruitment program,
the PDS and MAT programs) that had been undertaken. As discussed in an earlier
section of this chapter which spoke to fostering ownership, Davies stated in his
report, that although the Center’s strength was in breaking down barriers between the
public schools and higher education, further efforts toward involvement and
ownership by more stakeholders across the University were needed (pp. 26-28).
Following on the heels of Davies’ report, the sub-committee on teacher
preparation submitted its report to the Steering Committee on March 21, 1990.
Having met together in small groups, sixteen individuals from the schools, Greers,
and UofL, evaluated the existing efforts, the guiding principles and priorities for the
next three years, and the action plan that was to guide the Center during the
upcoming year. Strengths as well as areas for improvement in the teacher preparation
program were assessed and included in the report; again, as with Davies’ report, the
recommendation to secure greater ownership across the University and school
personnel was paramount (Teacher Preparation Subcommittee Report, 21 March
1990).
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Attached to the last Biennial Progress Report (July 1, 1989 - June 30, 1991)
included in the Center’s documents, there was a letter of explanation from Dean
Nosburge. Contained in the letter were these words regarding the evaluation of the
Center’s work:
We have continued to make significant progress on our goals, and our
work is attracting state and national attention. I think it fair to say that
several of the concepts contained in the Oklahoma Education Reform
Act (e.g., school-based management, non-graded primary schools, and
alternative teacher certification), were modeled initially in the Janesville
County Public Schools with support from our Center. Our work with
professional development schools is of interest to state and national
policy makers as well as professional educators. For example, I will
testify on this topic next week to the U.S. House of Representative
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education as the representative of the
Holmes Group.
Our report contains a set of goals and activities for the 1991-93
biennium. Although our goals remain essentially the same, we have
projected activities for the next biennium to build upon what we’ve
learned and to give special emphasis to support Oklahoma educational
reform. We look forward to these expanded efforts and remain most
appreciative of the support that makes the work of the Center possible.
(Nosburge, 12 July 1991)
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Although evaluative information pertaining to the funded projects of the
JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee was available in the Center’s files through July
1995, there were not any further annual or biennial progress reports available on the
overall work of the Center.
Summary of Document Content Analysis. The documents that were on file
and reviewed at the Center provided detailed information regarding the design of the
evaluation component for the Center’s collaborative activities. Various methods of
assessment were delineated in the original grant proposal and subsequent Progress
Reports submitted to OCHE, provided evidence that the proposed evaluation design
was implemented. Additional evaluative plans for forthcoming years were included in
most reports to convey the continuity of goals and evaluation from year to year.
Individual final reports for collaborative projects supported by the JCPS/UofL
Coordinating Committee spanned the years of 1983 to 1995. These final reports
provided proof that the evaluative components of the funded projects were
implemented and that outcomes were assessed appropriately.
Overall, the Center documents contributed valuable insight into how
participants in the Center’s work planned to evaluate their efforts in order to make
improvements. Clearly, the documents substantiated that the original proponents of
the partnership between UofL and the surrounding public schools had considered the
need for, and inclusion of, evaluation in the operation of the Center.
Individual or Paired Interviews
Ray Hobbs, the present Director of the Center for the Collaborative
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Advancement of the Teaching Profession, indicated that evaluation was both formal
and informal. He stated that reports were sent regularly to the Council on Higher
Education about actions taken by the University in response to OERA; many of those
efforts had fallen under the direction of the Center and thus, Hobbs’ purview.
One of the major methods of assessment in the professional development
schools project, according to Hobbs, was the follow-up discussion group at the end of
each academic year. At those meetings, all participants in the PDS project had the
opportunity to express their opinions regarding those things that they believed had
worked as well as the aspects of the program that had not worked. Then, based upon
the input that was given by everyone, lists of proposed changes were developed and
considered. Of the 1994-95 group, Hobbs said,
Like any new program, you have some problems. But we needed to
talk about those things openly...we brought all the mentor teachers
together and they said we liked this, we didn’t like this. We took
almost every suggestion they made and made it into the program. I
mean, not thoughtlessly, but if there was soundness to the idea, we said
let’s give it a try. (Interview RH, 16 January 1996)
Of these types of meetings, Dean Nosburge stated, "The trick is to learn and grow
from mistakes, rather than blame them [the schools]. So that’s what we’ve tried to
do" (Interview RN, 17 January 1996).
Bitsy Lee Winstein, one of the original grant writers, expressed her belief that
the evaluation happened the same way that it happened in most programs. She
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remembered that they had submitted a lot of evaluation reports to the state and she
had been asked to assist in the preparation of those reports initially. However, she
commented, "I think that there’s no question on the part of the state that we’re doing
good stuff and that we have a reputation nationally1' (Interview BLW, 16 January
1996). On an individual level, Winstein indicated that the School of Education’s
annual merit review process was probably the most systematic evaluation completed.
In each person’s summary of accomplishments for the previous year, they were asked
to include any collaborative work in the public schools. There was literally a space
on the annual merit form to enter one’s involvement in the schools and then,
individuals were rewarded accordingly.
Witt Easterly and Laren Cage talked about the final reports that were required
of recipients of the JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee funds and the PDS sites that
received the $3500.00 for their participation as professional development schools.
Each final report had to delineate how the monies were spent and the outcomes of
those expenditures in terms of successful project completion and results.
Having recently completed a study of seven school-university partnerships
herself, Pauline Munston-Travis, Assistant Professor in the Department of Early and
Middle Childhood, spoke highly of the evaluation methods that were utilized to assess
the Center’s work in Laurelton. She spoke of the solicitation of feedback from the
participating PDS partnership schools and those individuals involved in other forms of
collaboration. Very definitively, Munston-Travis believed that this feedback informed
the modifications to the various collaborative endeavors (Interview PMT, 18 January
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1996).
Questions pertaining to evaluation of the partnership activities sponsored by the
Center produced responses from school personnel that were similar to those of the
UofL participants. Tremaine Boston, former JCPS administrator, and Lena Hedgler,
coordinator in the JCPS Greers Academy, commented on the elaborate evaluation
component of the original grant, but neither provided the specifics of the plan.
Boston believed that George Rogers had been assigned the task of overseeing an
internal evaluation for the first couple of years. Hedgler mentioned that there was a
more informal, ongoing assessment process in which participants simply discussed
what had worked, and what had not worked, in a particular program and then, made
the necessary changes. Hedgler added, however, that she and Hobbs had talked
recently about a more formal way of evaluating the PDS program because it had been
implemented a bit differently at each PDS site. Hedgler also spoke of trying to make
more visits to the schools in order to gather some informal data. Basically, both
Hedgler and Boston expressed the belief that what needed to be assessed and changed
was done on an ongoing basis outside of any formal assessment requirements of the
original Center grant proposal (Interview TB, 18 January 1996; LH, 16 January
1996).
When Kaz Jiles, the OVEC coordinator housed in the UofL School of
Education, answered the query concerning evaluation, he stated,
We have an evaluation plan in each grant. Sometimes, it’s an external
evaluator and sometimes - usually - there’s an internal component as
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well....I give a monthly report and then I summarize it in an annual report that
simply says what I’ve been doing. They don’t ask me for data....We have a
Board of Advisors that I would report to with a progress report at least yearly.
(Interview KJ, 18 January 1996)
Principals and mentor teachers involved in the PDS partnership talked about
the end of the year meetings at which all the participants had an opportunity to voice
their opinions regarding the positive and negative aspects of the program. They
concurred in their belief that their input was valued and used to make improvements
in the program. All of them demonstrated an understanding that there are always
"bugs" in new programs, but usually not anything that could not be resolved.
Summary of Individual or Paired Interviews
The perceptions of individuals in the schools and the University were that
evaluation was ongoing, with both informal and formal measures. A unifying point
of all the persons interviewed was their claim that discussion groups met at various
times in order to assess informally what had, or had not, been working in the
collaborative activities. Everyone expressed a belief that their opinions were valued
when programmatic changes were being considered. This informal type of evaluation
of the program seemed to be especially wide spread in the professional development
schools.
The original writers of the grant and those individuals who had served in the
directorship of the Center, were the only interviewees who offered information
pertaining to formal evaluation procedures that were implemented in the numerous
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collaborative projects. Surveys appeared to be the most commonly used formal
evaluation method.
In addition to the internal evaluations, several individuals were aware of the
external evaluation that had been requested by OCHE. Specific data from the
evaluation were not offered; rather, a general comment pertaining to the positive
nature of the evaluation report was mentioned.
Focus Group Interviews
Of the methods used to obtain data on the existence of an evaluation
component for the school-university partnership, the focus groups produced little
additional insight.
Mentor Teachers Focus Group. The mentor teachers who participated in the
focus group for this study stated that they were scheduled for another meeting
immediately after the interview. The meeting of which they spoke was a meeting of
all mentor teachers and the University liaisons involved in the PDS project. One
mentor teacher, Vivian Wesbrook, explained that the plan for the meeting was the
same as for last year’s meeting.
At the end of the 1994-95 school year, mentor teachers from each PDS school
were grouped together to discuss the strengths and weaknesses of the PDS program in
their particular school. After each group had completed their discussion, a reporter
from each school’s group shared the input with the rest of the mentor teachers and the
liaisons. Items from the individual groups that were a concern of the majority of the
participants were then placed on charts and a plan was devised for making
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improvements. This informal method of gathering data about the PDS partnership
was used several times as a means of evaluating the success of the project (Interview
MB, GM, JS, and VW, 15 May 1996).
Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT) Student Focus Group. The Master of Arts
in Teaching Students in the focus group were unaware of an overall evaluation of the
Center’s activities (Interview JL, 16 May 1996).
Summary of Focus Group Interviews. Input from the two focus groups
regarding Wilbur’s critical element, evaluation, could not be combined into any
meaningful summary. Rather, it became apparent that the mentor teachers were
aware of one evaluative measure pertinent to the PDS project while the MATs turned
their thoughts immediately to their own graduate program.
Mentor teachers were aware of group discussions for sharing ideas on how to
improve the PDS project for the upcoming year, but none of the mentor teachers in
this group mentioned other assessment measures such as surveys, observations, or
comparison of the MAT students’ GPAs. Although minimal, the information mentor
teachers offered did confirm that evaluation was considered important in their
collaborative project.
MAT students did not contribute information about the overall assessment data
of the Center’s work. This was nonetheless significant in that it was another
confirmation of the MATs’ role in the collaborative work of the Center as
beneficiaries, not equal collaborators.
Evaluation Summary
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Documents pertaining to the work of the Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession depicted the various methods that were used
for evaluating the success of the partnership activities. The original 1987 grant
proposal clearly delineated several different methods (e.g., self-report, survey,
observation) that were designed to meet the evaluation requirement of the grant.
From the documents pertinent to program evaluation, it surfaced that both internal and
external formal evaluations had taken place. Written references to informal
assessment were also present in the Center’s files.
Differences in the responses of the interviewees did not appear to be related to
the different interview settings (i.e., individual, paired, or focus-group). Rather, the
information that individuals contributed regarding the assessment of the Center’s work
varied according to their own experiences within the partnership activities. Persons
who had an actual part in the conceptualization of the Center, the development of the
grant proposal, or administration over the Center provided information that most
closely matched that contained in the written documents.
Mentor teachers and MATs gave information about evaluation of the project in
which they were involved, the professional development schools. Mentor teachers
offered data related to their participation in the informal end-of-the-year discussion
groups that took place with the UofL liaisons in order to assess informally the
outcomes of the year-long PDS experience. None of them mentioned the surveys that
were noted in the Steering Committee Minutes or grant. It became apparent that the
MATs possessed the least amount of knowledge and understanding about an
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evaluation component concerning the work of the Center.
With the exception of the responses from the MATs, the documents and the
interviews confirmed that an evaluation component was planned for assessing the
work of the Center. However, formal evaluation did not appear to be as prominent,
or as important, during the last four years for determining appropriate modifications
to the collaborative activities on an ongoing basis.
Support. Rewards, and Recognition
In his framework for successful school-university partnerships, Wilbur has
described a seventh category of essential criteria: support, rewards, and recognition.
He proposes that an underlying support system that includes attention to necessary
training needs, suitable support materials, and appropriate rewards and recognition for
staff participation must be considered in establishing and maintaining any effective
school-university partnership. This necessarily includes the consideration of the
tenure, promotion, and reward system utilized at institutions of higher education.
Reward systems especially must change and there must be acknowledgement of the
worth of such alliances in both entities.
Document Content Analysis
Starting with the original 1987 grant proposal for the Center, the idea of
support, recognition, and reward was present in the document. In particular, it
mentioned training for faculty members and administrators who were to become
involved in one of the funded activities, the professional development schools (p. 35).
Also, workshops on writing were planned for the Center participants in order to
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encourage their involvement in writing journal articles and papers for presentation at
conferences. Such publications and presentations were viewed as opportunities for
personal recognition (p. 54). Additionally, as a support to the writers, Center
personnel were to be available to assist with editing and placing manuscripts in the
appropriate publications (p. 73).
The notion of training support for participants in the PDS program was
substantiated by similar notations in the agendas and minutes of the Center’s Steering
Committee. For instance, training was mentioned for the graduate students assigned
to participate in the Minority Teacher Recruitment Program so that they would
understand at-risk conditions and be able to establish positive rapport with the
elementary students with whom they would be working (Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession Steering Committee Meeting Minutes, 15
June 1987).
In the first years of the Center’s operation, Dean Nosburge often had Center
participants present short descriptions of their programs at the School of Education
faculty meetings. In addition to serving as an effective means of keeping the School
of Education staff informed, these presentations provided peer recognition for the
presenters (Steering Committee Minutes, 17 August 1987).
At two other Steering Committee meetings (21 September 1987 and 21
October 1987), discussions ensued regarding the role of the faculty in the Center’s
collaborative endeavors. Concern arose pertaining to the reward system for faculty
members doing work outside of their normal routine with work loads being a major
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concern. It was decided that Patrick Silverman and Bitsy Lee Winstein would draft a
policy statement on structuring teachers’ work loads and other pertinent
responsibilities. Concerns were also voiced regarding rewards for members of the
Steering Committee. Regarding the latter concern, it was decided that breakfast
would be served at the morning meetings as a simple form of reward and recognition.
The topics of training efforts, rewards, and recognition appeared on
subsequent Steering Committee agendas and minutes over the next four years through
June 25, 1991. In the discussions which took place at the meetings, the following
were approved and implemented as measures of support, reward, and recognition for
the collaborators in the Center’s work: full reimbursement of the costs of ten people
attending, or presenting at, conferences related to the Center’s work such as the
Holmes Group Annual Conference; individual recognition of collaborators featured in
publications of Cavalier Principles', drawings for paid professional trips to
educational conferences up to $500.00 for teachers and administrators completing
evaluative survey forms; appointment of mentor teachers and administrators in the
PDS program to adjunct UofL faculty status and with those appointments, certain
privileges (e.g., parking decals); opportunities to attend meetings with nationally
recognized personalities such as Ted Sizer; availability of certain amenities for
meetings, such as refreshments or meals, small stipends, and inviting environments
(e.g., well-lit, spacious conference rooms with comfortable seating and table
arrangements); arrangement of study teams for learning about school climate, shared
decision-making, at-risk students, and peer coaching; and specially arranged
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recognition dinners for particularly successful project participants.
At the October 19, 1988 Steering Committee Meeting, a draft proposal for
recognizing on-site supervisors of UofL students was discussed and approved. In the
draft proposal, the Committee had suggested that measures be taken to enhance the
supervisors’ self-esteem and encourage further collaboration. The proposal stated:
For the 1988-89 school year, each supervising teacher [is to] be
awarded a certificate of appreciation from the UofL School of
Education.
For the 1989-90 academic year, in addition to certificates, it is
proposed that a program of sessions and/or activities be given for
second year supervising teachers for which inservice credit may be
available. Among the sessions or activities could be a series of small
group meetings; wine and cheese orientation sessions for teachers;
award recognition ceremonies where the supervising teachers would
receive their certificates, stipends for their services, and UofL mugs.
In addition, supervising teachers will be invited to attend university
sponsored activities such as Town and Gown, graduation ceremonies in
which supervised students would be participating, etc.
Supervising teachers who work cooperatively with UofL for
three years or more would be granted the title "Adjunct Clinical
Instructor:" with privileges of gratis faculty: ID card, library use, use
of faculty dining room, use of athletic facilities, a free green parking
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sticker, and check cashing.
For individual schools that accommodate large numbers of student
teachers over a period of time, a plaque recognizing the school’s cooperation
would be presented to the school’s principal at a suitable ceremony. (Steering
Committee Minutes, 19 October 1989)
Letters to Witt Easterly from Wallace V. Mann, Acting University Provost,
and Dennis Itepenski, JCPS Superintendent (20 April 1989 and 11 May 1989
respectively), expressed their pleasure with the "outstanding job" done by Easterly’s
committee, the JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee. Mann wrote, "I am impressed
not only by the magnitude of projects implemented, but also by the good publicity
that was generated as a result. I congratulate you and your committee for an
outstanding job. Keep up the good work." Itepenski expressed a similar sentiment in
his letter, "I am extremely pleased with these collaborative efforts....The
Coordinating Committee is on the right track and contributing to student success."
Correspondence such as these letters to this Committee which had operated under the
umbrella of the Center, provided recognition to the work of the collaborators. In one
letter from Kathleen Smith, Personal Assistant to the President, Easterly received
personal recognition: "Dr. Steel continues to be pleased by the wide range of
cooperation between the faculty of the School of Education and the faculty of the
JCPS. Thanks also for your excellent work in coordinating the project" (23 May
1990).
Recognition was also given to the collaborating teachers, administrators, and
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UofL staff whenever newsworthy articles on one of the projects sponsored by the
Center appeared in the Collaborative Ventures, Cavalier Principles, or local
newspapers. Program Profile sheets were designed for distribution to anyone seeking
information about the Center’s collaborative endeavors. Each of these profiles
spotlighted the individual UofL and school collaborators, thus providing recognition
of their contributions to the projects described.
The Fall 1993 issue of Cavalier Principles contained a feature article on the
professional development schools which were created under the umbrella of the
Center. When approached regarding what had been learned in the initial stages of the
PDS project, several interviewees mentioned their concerns regarding reward and
recognition of the faculty. Anne Netick was quoted as saying,
One challenge will involve faculty load equalization and faculty
burnout. The new programs have required a great deal of planning
time and I see people getting nervous about the time commitment
required when they consider their other faculty commitments. We face
a real challenge to work out arrangements so people are comfortable
and can perform well (p. 7).
Another professor, Alex Dresler, added,
We need to figure out how to give our faculty R&R so they are not in
those stressful situations all the time. Also, there is a tremendous time
commitment when faculty go out to schools. We need to consider how
to divide our time so that our shared involvement is equitable (p. 7).
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Summary of Document Content Analysis
Written documentation demonstrated that the individuals who conceived of the
Center and later, the collaborators working under the auspices of the Center
considered the need for supporting, rewarding, and recognizing the persons who were
involved in the success of the Center’s activities. Evidence was found in the original
grant proposal, numerous Steering Committee agendas and minutes for the years 1987
to mid-1991, publications of Cavalier Principles and Collaborative Ventures, and
letters from the Offices of UofL’s president and JCPS’ superintendent. These items
documented instances in which discussions had taken place to ensure proper training
of the people involved in the collaborative projects. Discussions also revolved around
ways to ensure that sufficient recognition and reward were available to encourage the
collaborators to continue their participation.
Clearly, documents in the Center’s files supported the notion that support,
reward, and recognition as Wilbur has described them were important considerations
of the Center staff. Success of the collaboration entailed encouraging individuals to
participate willingly and thus, a variety of rewards and forms of recognition were
proposed as means of encouraging greater and continued participation. Although
strong evidence showed that support, rewards, and recognition have been considered
and provided in this school-university collaboration, it should be noted that continuing
concern also surfaced regarding the additional time required to participate in the joint
activities.
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Individual or Paired Interviews
When asked about support, rewards, and recognition for the staff in the School
of Education and the schools, Dean Nosburge commented, "There’s no question that
our reward system supports this, but that happens on a peer basis too a lot. The
faculty go and recruit faculty. They look for people who have these interests. And
my sense is that if they were to recruit a dean, they’d look for a dean with
partnership interest" (Interview RN, 17 January 1996).
Substantiating the validity of the Dean’s message, Witt Easterly, the University
Coordinator for School Reform Initiatives, said,
There’s been a real attempt by the Dean to recognize people who work
with the schools....Bitsy Lee [Winstein] has been given release time to
go into the schools and this in itself is very rewarding. At least, it is
for me - to have the opportunity to know people from all different
educational agencies and to go out into schools and observe teachers
and school children. It’s broadening and you create new friendships
and it brings energy to your life.
...I just try to support this kind of thinking wherever I can and
we do talk about needing to change our reward structure to support
teaching. But getting there is a whole other thing....It’s very
interesting, but there are a number of faculty members who want to be
involved so it becomes a matter of trying to help create a structure that
is going to make that involvement happen. (Interview WE, 17 January
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1996)
Director of the Center, Ray Hobbs, and four other School of Education staff Bitsy Lee Winstein, Juan Fernandes, Pauline Munston-Travis, and Dixie Kane concurred with the beliefs of the Dean and Easterly. Hobbs and Fernandes talked
about the plaque and $3500.00 check that they had recently presented to Finester
High School at their Site-Based Decision-Making (SBDM) Council on January 16,
1996. Although relatively inexpensive, these signs of recognition and reward were
viewed by the principal and others on the Finester SBDM Council as significant
(Conversation SA, 16 January 1996).
Juan Fernandes also included the following in his discussion of support,
rewards, and recognition:
I think that the one thing that has happened here very well is that the
personnel processes for promotion and tenure of the faculty here have
honored school-based work....We have just changed our guidelines. So
in the past, even though we had to meet everything else, our new
guidelines, allow you to work with your chairperson and the Dean to
propose a role which may have you in schools two and three days a
week. And you’re given credit for that in terms of research and
creative activity.
For example, if I work with Finester to help them rewrite their
teacher handbook, that’s not a published document in Phi Beta Kappan,
but they help their teachers and kids and you could write an article out
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of it. In our new system, if the people who receive it can testify to the
fact that it’s good, then you’re able to count it. Now, you still have to
do the traditional things, but you don’t have to do it in the intense way
that prevents you from participating in meaningful activities. So that’s
one aspect in the personnel process - sanctioning and allowing the
faculty to participate. (Interview JF, 17 January 1996)
Pauline Munston-Travis, assistant professor in Early and Middle Childhood
Education, spoke of the course release time that she had been afforded since joining
the staff in the fall of 1994. "Since I arrived from the very first semester, I have
always received one class release, as is the case with probably all of what we call the
PDS faculty. Each semester, we receive a course release to work in the schools. So
that’s pretty substantial support" (Interview PMT, 18 January 1996). Dixie Kane
spoke of the course release also, but made it clear that although appreciated, one
course release was not equivalent to collaborating in the schools. She believed that
work in the schools required a large number of hours - many more hours than those
involved in teaching a course (Interview DK, 17 January 1996).
Both MAT students interviewed during the week of January 15 - 19, 1996,
mentioned that they believed their recognition came in the form of the respect that
they had received not only from the mentor teachers, but also from the principals and
K-5 students. Being accepted as part of the teaching staff on an equal basis, and
being given the support to try innovative strategies in the classroom, were two
specific areas of recognition. Both Daliah Morehead and Marianne Tyson, the
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MATs, expressed the notion that their reward would be their teaching certificates at
the end of the Master in Arts Teaching program (Interview DM and MT, 16 January
1996). Mary Morden, a graduate assistant who was assigned to coordinate the
Different Ways of Knowing (DWOK) program indicated that the MATs had each
received a free set of DWOK curriculum materials through grant monies. The mentor
teachers and MATs had also been provided training in the use of the materials
(Interview 17 May 1996).
In the interviews with the school personnel, additional reports were obtained
regarding the consideration given to support, rewards, and recognition that should be
provided in any collaboration. Tremaine Boston, former JCPS Associate
Superintendent, had been co-director of the Center when it had started initially. His
response centered around the idea that collaboration takes encouragement as he
asserted,
I think the reward structure was something we thought about. I mean,
I can remember very specific discussions that we had as a group about
"What is it that you get for that [collaboration]?" I mean you’re not
doing it for the hundred bucks stipend, or the coffee mug, or whatever!
I think it’s fair to say that we didn’t answer all the questions, but we
were sensitive to the issue of recognition and the reward structure
because I think the heart of what we’re talking about is that I don’t
think collaboration is easy.
I think that we had to admit that you need to get rewarded for
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collaboration. You need to get recognized for collaboration....One of
the things we never said was that if you do all these things, it’s easier.
And so if you’re asking people to take on really tougher situations, you
need to support them.
I had to understand that something that I could benefit from
personally, and that we as a district could benefit from, was reading all
that research, reading all those books, and sitting around and talking
and disagreeing. (Interview TB, 19 January 1996)
The principals interviewed, Megg Wiseman and Renard Barry, expressed their
beliefs that the certificate of adjunct UofL faculty and the ceramic mugs or bells had
really mattered. Of these rewards and recognition, Wiseman said, "We just loved it.
The Dean came out and presented the certificates and we had a little ceremony.
Dixie [Kane] and Ray [Hobbs] came and the superintendent of schools. And then for
everyone that had completed one year as a mentor teacher, the university gave us a
stoneware bell" (Interview MW, 16 January 1996).
Barry extended his comments to include the recognition that was given to each
mentor teacher by the fact that she was regarded as a competent individual, capable of
making decisions to try innovative strategies to help kids learn. Of his own support
for the collaborators, he said, "We do lots of things for the staff....I can’t give them
time off, but if they need something, I go to get it. If the cow gets in the ditch, I’m
gonna let her go pull her out. Those kinds of things and they don’t abuse that either"
(Interview RB, 16 January 1996). What Barry was communicating throughout the
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interview was his faith in his staff to make good instructional decisions. It was this
respect for the teachers professionalism that Barry felt had been a significant sign of
recognition for them.
Hailey Kaiser and Gabrielle Forney, both mentor teachers in professional
development schools, did comment on the respect that they received as well as the
adjunct faculty certificates and stoneware bells and mugs. Additionally, they talked
extensively about the initial training and first year of planning which was instituted to
ensure that all collaborators were starting with the same basic foundation. Literature
pertaining to the process of collaboration and the design of PDS was shared and
discussed. Both of these teachers believed that the training and discussion that
occurred the first year had been a vital support to them in the PDS program
(Interview GF and HK, 16 January 1996).
Two other mentor teachers gave information that concurred with that of
Forney and Kaiser. However, Penny Dodds and Seil Mackery also mentioned the
support that they were given simply from Hobbs’ frequent, and Kane’s occasional,
visits to their classrooms. Discussions with Hobbs and Kane regarding effective
instructional techniques as well as performing action research projects with them, had
given each of them support and encouragement. Each teacher believed that they had
obtained more ideas for improving the learning environments for their students as well
as more effective strategies for collaborating. This kind of support made the extra
time involved in being a mentor teacher a little more palatable (Interview PD and SM,
16 January 1996).
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Summary of Individual or Paired Interviews
Individuals in both the university and school settings confirmed that support,
rewards, and recognition were considered in the design and implementation of the
Center’s collaborative work. Means of showing recognition for one’s participation
varied from presentation of adjunct faculty certificates to respect of teachers for their
professional expertise. Rewards were conferred in the form of monetary stipends,
stoneware bells, and UofL mugs while support was apparent from the reported
amount of training that had taken place, especially during the first year.
All Twenty-two of the university and school personnel contributed information
that affirmed the Center’s commitment to supporting, rewarding, and recognizing
individuals and schools for their participation in collaborative activities. Even two
MATs viewed their teaching certificates as rewards. These MATs also felt that they
were recognized as professionals in that they were allowed to participate in the same
activities as their mentor teachers (e.g., parent-teacher conferences, school faculty
meetings, PTA meetings).
Although the information obtained in the interviews indicated that Wilbur’s
factor of support, reward, and recognition is continually considered in the operation
of the Center, one concern was apparent. The extra time required to participate in
collaborative activities appeared to be a concern.
Focus Group Interviews
The mentor teachers in the focus group were scheduled to attend an end-ofthe-year meeting immediately after the interview and they had just finished a full day
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at their schools. Consequently, their comments regarding rewards and recognitions
seemed to be especially pertinent as the day of the interview was certainly an example
of the extra time and energy that the program had required of them.
On the other hand, on the day of the focus group interview with the MATs,
they had been going through a last session with Hobbs and Kane to finalize their endof-the-year projects. Anxiety and frustration pertaining to the completion of those
projects appeared to be somewhat present. The notion of rewards and recognition
may have been a distant phenomenon on this particular day.
Mentor Teachers Focus Group. The first reward mentioned by a mentor
teacher, Grace Moyer, was in reference to the respect and attitudes of the university
people toward the school staff. According to her, UofL liaisons did not treat the
mentor teachers as underlings, but rather as equal educational partners who were able
to contribute valuable experience to the collaborative endeavor. The second aspect
that Moyer, a kindergarten teacher, mentioned, was the monetary stipends that were
given for attendance at meetings. The other mentor teachers agreed with Moyer that
although the stipends were small, they were appreciated because the stipends were an
indication that the university and schools did not just expect teachers to make the
collaborative commitments a part of their regular teaching responsibilities (Interview
MB, GM, JS, VW, 15 May 1996).
One mentor teacher in the group, Vivian Wesbrook, confirmed that a party
was planned with Dixie Kane for the upcoming week as a celebration of the
completion of another successful year. Wesbrook expressed the idea that
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considerations like parties and the refreshments that were provided at their meetings
were nice additions that encouraged teachers to continue in the project although the
time and energy commitments were quite extensive (Interview VW, 15 May 1996).
Margory Braulston added that she felt those amenities were great, but that
some kind of reimbursement was necessary in order to recognize and reward people
for the amount of extra time they had to exert. She concluded by saying, "I mean it’s
definitely worth it, but maybe a minimal amount just to say we appreciate you"
(Interview MB, 15 May 1996).
Master of Arts in Teaching Focus Group. The MATs included in the focus
group interview offered only one piece of information regarding the support, rewards,
or recognition that the collaborating parties were provided for their participation.
One MAT, Jacquelyn Beach, commented about the mentor teachers, "They have
meetings and get paid for attending the meetings, but they don’t get anything else"
(Interview JB, 16 May 1996). All four other MATs echoed this sentiment (Interview
TA, AF, JL, and LW, 16 May 1996).
Summary of Focus Group Interviews. The information contributed by the four
mentor teachers and five MATs in the focus groups was quite minimal, but it was
sufficient to corroborate the existence of Wilbur’s seventh factor related to support,
rewards, and recognition. Respect and equal status, monetary stipends for meetings,
and refreshments and other amenities such as pool parties, were mentioned as items
available to mentor teachers for their participation in the PDS partnership. Of these,
it was clear that the respect and the monetary stipends were the most appreciated
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indications of the value placed on their commitments to the project.
MAT students who participated in the focus group interview did not mention
any ways in which they had received support, rewards, or recognition for their part in
the PDS project.
Support. Rewards, and Recognition Summary
An underlying support system that includes attention to necessary training
needs, suitable support materials, and appropriate rewards and recognition for staff
participation were in existence in the Laurelton partnership. Documents, individual or
paired interviews, and focus group interviews provided evidence that the planners of
the Center gave earnest consideration to this critical factor championed by Wilbur in
his framework for successful school-university partnerships.
Consideration was given to training needs in the original grant application and,
later, Steering Committee meeting agendas and minutes substantiated the efforts put
forth to design and implement reward systems that would encourage continued and
greater participation by both university and school personnel. Interviews confirmed
that the reward system typically utilized at institutions of higher education were
modified somewhat at UofL to encourage and acknowledge the work of staff in the
schools. Rewards were also displayed in the form of full financial reimbursement for
conference attendance or presentations related to the work of the Center.
Consideration of support, rewards, and recognition for the school personnel
generally took the form of monetary stipends and simple gifts or plaques. The
presentation of UofL adjunct faculty certificates to mentor teachers and school
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adm inistrators

was perceived as a significant point of recognition.

Clearly, participants in the Center’s collaborative activities received support,
rewards, and recognition to acknowledge the worth of their contributions to the work
of this successful alliance. However, it is important to note that even though
collaborators do receive support and recognition, a continuing concern emerged
regarding the additional time required to participate in the joint activities.
Networking
Networking, according to Franklin Wilbur, should be considered in developing
any successful school-university partnership. Educators should not try to reinvent the
wheel. Rather, educators contemplating entering into a school-university partnership
should access every piece of information available on currently operating partnerships.
Attendance at local, state, and regional conferences on partnerships; accessing data
bases; and perusing directories and newsletters pertaining to partnerships should lend
valuable information so that planners and participants of new partnerships can avoid
spending unnecessary time, energy, and finances on unproductive plans or activities.
Document Content Analysis
As indicated in the original 1987 grant proposal, the Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession already had a firm foundation
on which to build continued collaborative school-university activities. Based on the
long history of collaborative relationships between UofL and the surrounding school
districts, the planners of the Center indicated that many barriers to success had
already been identified and addressed. They assured the Council on Higher Education
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and the Oklahoma legislature that their efforts toward continuous improvement would
be expedited and enhanced by a coordinating body such as the proposed Center.
In the grant, emphasis was placed on the presence of persons already involved
in the process of collaboration. For instance, Patrick Silverman, Executive Director
of the JCPS Greers Academy, was recognized nationally for his work in staff
development and teacher preparation. He had been especially successful at the
University of North Carolina where he had completed research related to establishing
collaborative relationships between schools and universities. One of his graduate
research assistants at UNC, Bitsy Lee Winstein, joined the staff at UofL in 1980 and
brought to her new academic setting Silverman’s ideas about collaboration.
Winstein in fact was one of the writers of the grant proposal in conjunction
with Witt Easterly (formerly Dalavoste), who had also been a student of collaboration
for some time. In the February 1986 issue of Educational Leadership, Witt Easterly’s
article entitled, "Collaboration: Some Principles of Bridgework," had been featured.
Through the article, Easterly had hoped to encourage other schools and universities,
already inclined toward collaboration, to move forward in their efforts. She had
depicted how the success of the relationship had been rooted in certain beliefs that
were shared by UofL and JCPS. Acknowledgement that the university and schools
need each other to achieve their common goals was the starting point for
collaboration. Throughout the article, Easterly made reference to the beliefs, and
leadership support, of UofL’s President, Dwayne Steel, Superintendent Dennis
Itepenski, Dean Richard Nosburge, and Patrick Silverman.
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As an indication of the collaborative mindset of the individuals in UofL and
JCPS, Easterly’s article pointed out the various factors that these individuals had
taken into consideration when partnership activities between the schools and the
University of Laurelton were being contemplated. Specifically, she wrote,
Collaboration starts with administrative support. For significant
collaboration to occur between the staffs of two institutions, top-level
institutional support and cooperation is essential. In Laurelton, the
university president, the superintendent of schools, and the dean of the
school of education meet and communicate regularly.
....Collaborators should exhibit professional respect for those
from the other institution....The ability to develop and use networks,
"skunkwork" in the terminology of some management literature, also
distinguishes successful collaborators. Personal relationships between
school and university personnel allow them to exchange information
and obtain special assistance. By taking on a brokering role,
collaborators serve as bridges to and from their institutions. Ideally,
the number of bridges is constantly increasing, (pp. 9-12)
From Easterly’s article, it was evident that individuals promoting the
establishment of the Center had been doing their "homework." In fact, this document
in itself indicates that for some years, these individuals (i.e., Steel, Itepenski,
Silverman, Winstein, Boston, and Easterly) had been networking - studying and
learning how certain factors impact successful partnerships.
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Agenda and minutes of the Steering Committee meetings substantiated the
notion that the factors mentioned in Easterly’s article were continually addressed in
the collaborative work of the Center. Noted in the Center’s documents were:
conference attendance and literature reviews (16 December 1987), meetings with the
Holmes Group (6 January 1988), the personal visit of Ted Sizer to Laurelton to form
a possible linkage with Brown University (20 April 1988), visits to other universities
for training (15 June 1988), and presentations on collaboration at the Coalition of
Essential Schools and American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education
(AACTE) conferences (21 December 1988, 15 February 1989 and 21 June 1989).
Networking activities such as these showed that the participants in the Center’s work
were continually making efforts to share, learn, and improve their collaborative
undertakings.
In an interdepartmental memorandum to Ray Hobbs dated July 2, 1991, a
member of the Ad Hoc Teacher Education Committee, Jewell Buddsworth,
summarized the findings of her assignment to identify, copy, and distribute key
readings to others on her ad hoc committee and the Steering Committee. Included in
the readings that were identified and prepared for the group were the following:
"Collaboration for What? Sharpening the Focus" (Action in Teacher Education,
Winter 1988-89); "A Collaborative Partnership Responds to Funding Lags, Tradition,
and Growth" (Action in Teacher Education, Fall 1989); "Interdisciplinary
Collaboration in Higher Education: A Matter of Attitude" (Action in Teacher
Education, Summer 1990); "Conflict or Cooperation? Keys to Success in Partnerships
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in Teacher Education" (no reference noted); and "Collaborative Teacher Education"
(Phi Delta Kappan, April 1990). The presence of these articles in a distribution
packet for the Center’s participants illustrated that aspects of networking such as using
partnership literature had been a part of operating the Center.
Annual Progress Reports for the Center contained references to many of the
articles that had been written and published by the Center’s collaborators; many of
these addressed aspects of school-university collaboration. Additional appendices
referred to the numerous presentations related to collaboration that the participants
had delivered at local, state, and national conferences (Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession, Annual Progress Reports, July 1987 December 1987; January 1988 - June 1988; July 1989 - June 1991).
Program Profile sheets on the funded projects of the Center (November 1994)
indicated that meetings were regularly scheduled to share strategies, learn about recent
research findings, and hear from expert presenters on topics relevant to the various
school-university projects. Notations such as these imply that participants in the
collaborative activities were open to continued exposure to new ideas and to learn
from others; they did not expect that they had all the answers.
Summary of Document Content Analysis
Documents that were reviewed for content revealed that people involved in the
conceptualization, development, and maintenance of the Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession had networked for some years. Prior to the
establishment of the Center, several of the initial collaborators had actually researched
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the area of school-university partnerships and had published articles and chapters of
books pertaining to the process of collaboration.
Conference attendance and presentations were documented in the records as
well as visits to nearby universities to learn about others’ efforts at school-university
activities such as professional development schools. Literature pertaining to
partnerships was disseminated for the entire Steering Committee’s consideration.
Articles pertaining to collaboration, professional development schools, and at-risk
students were often referenced in the Steering Committee’s minutes as well as in the
Center’s Annual Progress Reports.
The files for the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession provided confirmation that the collaborators in UofL and the public schools
had not wasted time trying to reinvent the wheel as Wilbur had described. Rather,
the original collaborators had been well equipped with a wealth of knowledge from
their own research, publications, and actual experiences. Critical aspects of joining
two very different entities into a partnership had been recognized; early in the history
of the Laurelton partnership, attention had been given to the complex process of
collaboration. It was with a firm foundation in literature, research, and experience
that the Center had been initiated and maintained.
Individual or Paired Interviews
Ray Hobbs, Director of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession, mentioned the large volume of publications produced over the
last ten years by UofL staff. He explained that several of the people like Bitsy Lee
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Winstein and Patrick Silverman had worked together before the Center was even
conceptualized and much of their work had focused on the relationship between
schools and universities. Others, like Witt Easterly, had actually written about the
long cooperative relationship between UofL and the Janesville County Public Schools
and how that relationship had been able to flourish. Hobbs expressed his belief that
people in UofL and the schools had regularly worked together to solve educational
problems within the Laurelton community. He commented that over the years, the
personal friendships that had been started between School of Education staff and the
staff in the public schools had mushroomed into the many collaborative arrangements
that had existed prior to 1987 when the Center was officially established.
Bitsy Lee Winstein, one of the original grant writers for the Center and a
professor in Secondary Education, expressed how she acquired a knowledge base
regarding school-university partnerships and how that knowledge had impacted the
establishment and maintenance of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of
the Teaching Profession. In telling the story of the Center, Winstein commented that
there had not been much literature on partnerships when she first came to UofL.
Rather, she explained,
All of the work that Patrick [Silverman] did that I knew at Chapel Hill
was aimed at school-university collaboration. He and I have written
together about it. We have a chapter in Goodlad’s book on schooluniversity partnership where we describe three different types of
collaboration. Patrick and I talk in there about different types of
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collaboration. To really use collaboration to improve schooling and
universities, it needs to be more of an organic kind of collaboration.
And what we mean by that is focused on the same agenda, not on a
symbiotic agenda where I come and help you with what you want to
do, and then, you come and help me.
...Anne [Lieberman] and Linda co-direct the National Center for
Restructuring Education, Schools, and Teaching, NCREST, at
Columbia College. I’m working with Linda on one project and getting
ready to start a second one with her. Anne and I are looking for
funding to do the teacher network study that we want to do. Qne of
which will be similar to what your study is. I’m going to study the
Southern Maine Partnership which has been in existence about ten
years....Lynn Miller directs that and has done a lot of work with Anne
- the Lieberman and Miller publications. (Interview BLW, 16 January
1996)
Winstein then went on to discuss how her sabbatical in July 1996 would allow
her to work with Lieberman and Miller in completing a case study of the Southern
Maine Partnership which they hoped would provide guidance for other schooluniversity partnerships. It was obvious that Winstein’s involvement in, and research
on, partnerships had informed the development of the Center. With Winstein
intimately involved in the early stages of the Center, the networking factor of which
Wilbur had written was certainly considered. However, Winstein did add that
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although study of other partnerships was valuable, she believed that each school and
university had to invent their own wheel, not reinvent the others’ wheels.
In the interview with Juan Fernandes, he mentioned the articles that he and
another member of the Secondary Education staff, Alex Dresler, had written. At the
end of the interview, Fernandes provided the interviewer with copies of both articles
which were relevant to the university’s work in the schools: "A No Recipe Approach
to PDS" and "Foxfire and Teacher Preparation: Practising What We Teach."
Fernandes expressed his belief that more than literature, leadership support, or
money, the success of the various school-university activities had grown out of the
personal relationships developed between individuals in the schools and UofL.
Networking on a personal and professional level was viewed as critical for success.
The Chair for Early and Middle Childhood Education, Dixie Kane, supported
much of what the other university staff had offered regarding Wilbur’s networking
factor. She explained that the Center participants had taken a full year to plan for the
professional development schools project. Related to learning from others, Kane said,
We visited places that had MAT programs to try to find out what they
were doing and how that was working with schools in their areas and
like that. We visited the University of Tennessee once, the University
of Virginia, the University of Cincinnati, Ohio State....We went to lots
of other places.
We were really asking about changes in the teacher ed.
program, the professional year in an MAT program. But in part of that
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conversation, of course, we ended up talking about relationships with
schools and how that was working in other places. (Interview DK, 18
January 1996)
When asked how literature or networking with others impacted the
collaborative activities of the Center, Pauline Munston-Travis, a new assistant
professor in Early and Middle Childhood Education, spoke of her own dissertation
research.
I must say that my research influenced that process. Having studied
that [her 1994 dissertation research focused on seven school-university
partnerships] and having presented that kind of data to them, they took
me up on my word as far as the results of the research that any
collaborative effort involves finding a...point not of reconciliation, but
a middle ground where both groups come together and discuss cultural
attributes of each of the organizations involved - i.e., the Department
of Early and Middle Childhood Ed and the particular schools we were
dealing with. It was very important that we try to identify those
cultural characteristics that had the potential to enhance as well as
threaten our efforts to become collaborative partners.
So for that [first] year, we identified those features as well as
attempted to assess our needs for each group to contribute to the other
to make the collaborative reciprocal and sincere - or genuine I should
say - as well as ongoing. Something that would be at least a minimum
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of three years. (Interview PMT, 17 January 1996)
Munston-Travis proceeded to talk about the article that she and Juan Fernandes
had recently co-authored, "Practices, Problems, and Possibilities." In that article,
they had discussed the redefinition of roles of teacher educators in collaboratives.
Another article entitled "Learning to Dance the Two Step," was co-authored with
Smith and presented at AERA. This too, was based on their study of schooluniversity collaboration. She added that public school educators are also collaborating
with the UofL staff in writing articles about their efforts in doing joint action
research.
Regarding the use of literature to learn more about collaborations, MunstonTravis explained that Hobbs and Kane had invited her to provide the faculty and the
participating school professionals with a couple of selected pieces as "an introduction
to the whole notion of collaboration in an era of education reform." About the three
collaborative activities in which she was intimately involved, Munston-Travis
declared,
Even my own individual collaborative projects that I identified earlier
began with a review - and usually, a cursory one to be sure - but
certainly a review of articles that I thought would elucidate the main
features of the process that we were about to embark upon. So my
administrators that I work with, and the teachers, all have been
introduced to a minimum of two to three articles on collaboration.
(Interview PMT, 17 January 1996)
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The graduate students in the Master of Arts in Teaching program said that they
had not read any literature or research on the relationship between schools and
universities, but did mention that they had been through a general orientation meeting.
The orientation had focused on professionalism in the schools and what to expect as
part of the school experience. Teacher handbooks were given out with information
for each of the assigned schools, but specific aspects of the collaborative process or
relationship had not been shared with the MATs (Interview DM and MT, 16 January
1996).
School personnel corroborated much of what the university staff had offered
regarding the staff’s own publications, site visits, conference attendance, group
discussions, and informal relationships. Tremaine Boston, former Associate
Superintendent in JCPS, indicated that he had not based his participation upon the
literature on collaboration, but rather, upon his own experience.
I think more importantly, what happened was experienced collaborators
were brought to the table and allowed to put their own artistry on it
when we invented it. Bitsy Lee, Ray, and others of us had had a
record of collaboration between the university and the public schools
and I think that may have been the best way.
If we were doing it today, I would hope that we had talked to
moral equivalents around the country doing it. (Interview TB, 19
January 1996)
Delores Westby, the Executive Director of Greers Academy supported
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Boston’s belief that experienced collaborators had been brought to the table. Westby
believed that others in the Laurelton partnership had experience in the partnership
arena similar to her own partnership experience in California. She indicated that
there was a certain base of knowledge about effective collaborative strategies already
at work in the Center’s activities.
When I first came here, I kept hearing Ray Hobbs’ name, Bitsy Lee
Winstein’s name, Juan Fernandes’ name, and there is a core of people
who are very well respected....But I knew their names very well before
I even met them, because they had worked so extensively in our
schools.
I’ve always been involved in partnerships. I was a university
faculty member for years. So it was a real natural for me, and I was
also in an urban university very much like UofL. I was in California,
but part of the state system, and we worked with schools in the
Oakland area. So I had experience on both sides - as a district person
and as a university person. I know what those partnerships can look
like.
When I got here, not only was that a part of the Greers
Academy, but UofL had been very active with the district. And that
was fine with me because I could see actual connections. (Interview
DW, 16 January 1996)
Lena Hedgler, another Greers administrator, had this to say when asked if any
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specific inservices, networking, or literature had been used at the beginning of her
collaboration with the university.
N o...I think it just evolved. I go back to the early 80s when there was
a partnership. Steve Miller who works in the School of Ed had done
some work with effective schools and he knew that I was interested in
doing something at my school. He just came and talked to me, and we
created this partnership that eventually turned into a more formalized
effort. (Interview LH, 16 January 1996)
Of the two principals interviewed, Renard Barry did not recall reading
literature on school-university collaboration. He did, however, concur with the
information offered by another principal, Megg Wiseman, when he said, "We spent a
whole year just talking about this - just getting a feel for each other’s philosophies
before we ever started putting it together" (Interview RB, 16 January 1996).
In her interview, Wiseman had emphasized the full year of planning and
training that had taken place with school and university staff prior to the actual
implementation of the professional development schools project. She also referred to
the meetings devoted to team building and a special week-long retreat dedicated to
team building activities. Wiseman expressed her belief that the training was
necessary to provide a common background to the partnership activity, if everyone
was to understand the change process to which they had committed. As Wilbur
proposes in his networking factor, new collaborators should be provided with the
opportunity to learn about school-university endeavors in a variety of ways. Simply
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understanding the change process involved in breaking down the cultural barriers
through team building activities should increase the chances of partnership success.
Even after the partnership was underway, Wiseman commented that she continues to
encourage her staff to stay current with their professional reading; when available, she
distributes literature on the topic of collaboration to her staff (Interview MW, 16
January 1996).
All four mentor teachers in the PDS project - Gabrielle Forney, Hailey Kaiser,
Penny Dodds, and Seil Mackery - mentioned the week-long team building training
and other workshops that were designed to provide university and school staff with a
common background. Each one of them spoke of the many discussions that took
place between Ray Hobbs, their principals, and themselves regarding how they might
make the collaboration proceed more effectively and efficiently. None of the mentor
teachers remembered reading literature specific to school-university partnerships.
Gabrielle Forney added, "I feel that being involved with it, we’re really breaking
ground in this area. I don’t feel that there’s been any models really to look at, but
I’ve never researched or looked for articles. But you feel like you’re doing
something new." (Interview PD, GF, HK, and SM, 16 January 1996)
Summary of Individual or Paired Interviews
Persons interviewed in either the individual or paired settings confirmed that
the notion of networking as Wilbur portrays it has been at work in the schooluniversity partnership in Laurelton. Those individuals who had played a significant
role in conceptualizing, developing, and establishing the Center for the Collaborative
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Advancement of the Teaching Profession had had a history of researching, studying,
and implementing such collaborations. Patrick Silverman, Bitsy Lee Winstein, and
Witt Easterly had published in the area of school-university collaboration while
Richard Nosburge and Ray Hobbs had been experienced in real school-university
activities since the early 80s.
Silverman and Winstein had contributed a chapter on types of collaboration to
Sirotnik and Goodlad’s 1988 book, School University Partnerships in Action:
Concepts, Cases, and Concerns. Winstein had also completed research with Anne
Lieberman of NCREST, a prolific researcher and writer of school-university
collaborations. As Delores Westby and Tremaine Boston had stated, there was a core
group of experienced collaborators on site when the Center was instituted.
Mention was made by both university and school staff of the conference
attendance and presentations that had been encouraged and supported in an effort to
make continuous improvements in the collaborative activities. Meetings were held so
that the collaborating participants could learn together about team building, shared
decision-making, and new educational strategies from experts in the Held.
Visits were made to other universities to examine how they had proceeded
with their particular collaborative endeavors with schools so that the Laurelton
collaborators could benefit from others’ experiences. Regularly scheduled Steering
Committee meetings had provided the opportunity for the school and university staffs
to discuss the positive and negative aspects of the partnership activities. Participation
in such groups as the Coalition of Essential Schools and the Holmes Group had

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

188
afforded the Laurelton collaborators opportunities to meet and share with school and
university people who were of like mind. Rather than reinventing the wheel from
scratch, the Laurelton partners had utilized their networking abilities to learn from
others.
Some individuals, however, did not remember reading or sharing literature
pertaining to other partnerships or models for effective collaboration, but their recall
of specific training efforts does show that these same individuals did participate in
what Wilbur would regard as networking activities. Only one person at the Greers
Academy did not recall any conscious efforts to gather information through literature
reviews, site visits, or such. Rather, Hedgler indicated that she believed the
partnership "evolved" from very natural connections between the UofL School of
Education staff and school personnel.
Overall, the individuals indicated that there had been a certain knowledge base
about partnerships already present when the Center was conceived of, and later,
implemented. Some of the Center participants recalled literature reviews, visits to
other universities, and training sessions. These types of activities implied that efforts
had been made to learn from the experiences of others even though all Center
participants either had not been personally included in those activities, or did not
recall them from the period of ten to sixteen years ago.
Focus Group Interviews
Neither the four mentor teachers nor the five Master of Arts in Teaching
students contributed any information that was useful in answering the question
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regarding networking. They did not offer any material that indicated an awareness of
any conferences, visits to other universities, or special training (Interview TA, JB,
AF, JL, and LW, 16 May 1996).
Summary of Focus Group Interviews. The focus group participants
contributed no information that would confirm that networking had been used to
ensure the success of the Center’s work. This is significant for the mentor teachers in
that it revealed a possible lack of involvement in such activities. That lack of
involvement could have resulted from voluntary abstinence considering earlier
information from the same group that they had believed that all stakeholders who
wanted to be involved, had been included. As for the MAT students, this would be a
logical finding since they had indicated that they had not been included as
stakeholders at all.
Networking Summary
Documents and individuals provided much material to signify that knowledge
about school-university partnerships had been gained through networking prior to the
establishment of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession. The grant proposal had cited the national reputations of several of the
grant originators and included a listing of their publications that reflected their prior
knowledge of, and interest in, school-university partnerships.
Minutes of Steering Committee meetings, Program Profile sheets, and
interdepartmental memoranda supported the notion that networking activities had
taken place. Attendance at conferences, identification and distribution of articles on

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

190
collaboration, visits to other universities, and attendance at meetings of the Holmes
Group were evident.
In the individual or paired interview settings, eighteen of the nineteen persons
who were asked about various aspects of networking, shared information about the
networking activities in which they had been involved. Only one Greers Academy
administrator expressed the notion that the partnership had "just evolved" from natural
connections between the UofL and school staff; she did recall literature conferences,
or other activities that were focused on learning about other school-university
collaborations. In most instances, however, specific activities or articles were
recalled. In order to enhance the collaborative relationship and productivity of the
school-university projects, school and university staff had been involved in workshop
presentations by experts in the field, included in team building experiences, and
exposed to literature related to collaboration.
The persons in the focus group interviews did not contribute any material in
this area. This may be significant information to address in the future of the
collaboration since one other interviewee, not in the focus groups, also had not
offered information pertinent to Wilbur’s factor of networking.
With the exceptions noted above, the material gathered revealed that
networking as Franklin Wilbur describes it had been a factor present in the Laurelton
school-university partnership for most participants.
Relative Advantage
The ninth and final factor which Wilbur describes is referred to as "relative
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advantage." This is the idea that individual educators weigh the benefits of becoming
involved in a new program, or practice, in terms of how that school-university
partnership will improve their own life, or the lives of their students. Wilbur
contends that educators contemplating participation in a partnership will inevitably ask
themselves whether the proposed alliance will make their jobs of educating easier,
more fulfilling, more difficult, or more time consuming. Subsequently, he purports
that if school or university educators can identify some benefits for themselves or
their students, they will probably put forth the added effort to collaborate. If
educators decide to participate in an alliance because they believe that there will be
benefit, but then no benefits are perceived as the partnership activity proceeds, they
will quickly pull away their involvement.
Document Content Analysis
The anticipated benefits to the country, the commonwealth, the community,
UofL, individual educators, and the students were noted in the original grant proposal
for the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession.
Proposed as a model program for professional development and teacher preparation,
the Center would help other universities and schools, not only in Oklahoma, but
across the country. Effective strategies for school-university partnerships would be
shared with other institutions at conferences and regional meetings, as well as through
written communication (e.g., newsletters, journal publications) related to the research
and experiences of the Center’s participants. Local, state, and national conferences
were planned for dissemination of the knowledge acquired in the model program
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(Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession grant proposal.
1987, p. 15).
The work of the Center would also benefit the state by addressing several
goals of the Council on Higher Education. Explicitly, those goals focused on the
need for educational reform to improve the educational opportunities for the people of
Oklahoma. By working with local schools to prepare competent teachers to enter into
the K-12 classrooms, the Center would be contributing to creating a stronger teaching
force for the entire state. "Improving the quality of teaching and increasing teachers'
sense of efficacy and professionalism are seen by educational leaders nationwide as
essential steps in improving students' educational attainment" (Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession grant proposal, 1987, p. 16).
The work of the Center would bring national recognition to Oklahoma for taking a
lead in teacher preparation and professional development.
The University of Laurelton, through the work of the Center, would have one
more avenue for fulfilling its mission as an urban university. Ongoing collaboration
with the local educators would lend support to UofL’s mandate to meet "the
educational, research, and service needs of its metropolitan area with a broad range of
programs at the baccalaureate and master’s levels" (Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession grant proposal, 1987, p. 15).
Over time, it was anticipated that the Center’s work would strengthen
elementary and secondary schools in the community which serve as an important
factor in attracting business and industry to any area. The economic vitality of the
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state would be improved through the availability of a strong and comprehensive
system of education K-16+ (Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession grant proposal, 1987, p. 17).
In the community, the efforts of the Center would not only improve the
educational status of the Laurelton residents, but would also improve their chances of
employment and advancement. External funding secured to support the ongoing work
of the Center could provide monies to hire additional staff as well as to purchase
extra instructional materials and equipment for the schools (Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession grant proposal, 1987, p. 18).
On an individual level, educators who participate in the Center’s activities
would profit through collaborative efforts to create and apply enhanced instructional
strategies for the classroom. More effective and efficient techniques for assisting
students in an environment conducive to learning would lessen the frustration
experienced by some educators while providing a basis for joint action research and
publication. Working together, educational researchers and practitioners would learn
from each other when research informs practice and practice informs research (Center
for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession grant proposal, 1987,
pp. 16 - 20). Being trained in the process of working together, K-12 and higher
education staff would improve their own skills of collaboration, as well as create a
large base of experience which could be shared with other professionals (p. 51). A
greater sense of collegiality, improved practice, a higher sense of efficacy, greater
competence in creating materials and curriculum, increased flexibility and adaptability
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in delivering the curriculum, increased commitment to the field, and increased
enthusiasm for their work were some of the benefits that were expected to accrue for
school and university educators (p. 55). Furthermore, public school educators would
also have an increased opportunity to publish either individually or jointly with the
university staff (p. 73).
The grant also addressed the benefits to students in grades K-16+. Students in
the elementary and secondary schools stood to benefit in a number of ways:
interactions with more enthusiastic teachers and administrators, exposure to improved
instructional techniques to increase the ease of comprehension and application of the
academic content, availability of new materials and equipment with higher student
interest value, instruction according to improved curricula with rigor and relevance to
everyday activities, and the availability of more small group instruction with a
modified teacher-student ratio (Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession grant proposal, 1987, pp. 26-27, 32-34, 60-62).
According to the grant proposal, students of higher education would benefit
from the Center’s work also. Through the collaboration of the school and university
staff, the teacher education students would have the opportunity to match the
information delivered in graduate courses with its direct application to the classroom.
Opportunities for action research projects which would be relevant to their practicum
experience would abound. And working with expert mentor teachers, graduate
student teachers would have excellent role models (Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession grant proposal, 1987, pp. 32-37).
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Agendas and minutes for meetings of the Center’s Steering Committee
mentioned benefits such as the ones noted in the original grant proposal. For
instance, at the January 1988 meeting, Tremaine Boston and Bitsy Lee Winstein
reported that there had been changes in how student teachers were being assigned to
schools for their practicum year. University department chairs and liaisons were
working with school principals to decide the most appropriate setting for each student,
thus improving the match with the mentor teacher and increasing the value of the
practicum experience. A similar message was contained in the minutes of the July 6,
1988 meeting at which time, James Morrisey, Associate Dean and Co-director of the
Center, asked the department chairs to work with the Greers staff in supervising the
graduate student teachers. Such joint supervision was expected to benefit all parties
such that the university and school district would be in agreement on the performance
expectations of graduating new teachers. Many of the graduates were expected to fill
upcoming teacher vacancies in JCPS.
Letters and the Annual Report of the JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee
were submitted to UofL’s President, Steel, and JCPS’ Superintendent, Itepenski, each
year. These Annual Reports depicted the many collaborative projects sponsored by
the Coordinating Committee through the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of
the Teaching Profession. With submission of the 1987-88 Report, Witt Easterly’s
accompanying letter stated:
We are especially pleased with the quality of the collaboration in these
projects and with the direct benefits to students...."The Inside Story on
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Research," co-directed by Karen Lind, UofL, and Ken Rosenbaum,
JCPS, has developed into a larger program funded by the National
Science Foundation. Ballard High School’s "Forum on Politics,
Economics, and Education," co-directed by Martha Layne Collins,
UofL visiting professor, and Mary Ann Tyler, Ballard teacher, was
covered on the evening news broadcasts of local television stations. In
addition, the Coordinating Committee has been included in several
presentations to regional and national conferences.
This hard-working group has helped to design a new brochure
for the 1989-90 competition and to identify priorities that promote the
larger collaborative goals of the school district and the university.
(Easterly, 7 April 1989)
This letter provided evidence that benefits were being accrued to the University and
JCPS through positive publicity on a local, regional, and national level. Additionally,
the positive reputation being promoted by the projects benefitted the individual staff
members by putting their names in print. Detailed outcomes of each funded
JCPS/UofL project showed how student learning had been enhanced.
Another letter and Annual Report submitted for 1988-89, contained this
statement: "Other projects addressed the needs of at-risk students, provided activities
to integrate students with and without handicaps, and helped teachers learn about and
implement cooperative learning strategies in their classrooms" (Easterly, 11 May
1990). In reviewing the final reports of many of these JCPS/UofL funded projects,
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benefits to students, parents, and teachers were noted: improvements in students’
science achievement, increased parental awareness and involvement in their children’s
education, student/teacher development of a science video library, acquisition of upto-date classroom technology, and development of integrated curricula and related
materials (JCPS/UofL Coordinating Committee Final Reports, 1983 - 1995).
Articles highlighting the benefits of projects sponsored by the Center appeared
in both Cavalier Principles and Collaborative Ventures. The Innovyae Initiative was
a partnership project intended to salvage an elementary, middle, and high school that
were failing to meet the students’ and the community’s needs. Failure and dropout
rates were up, test scores were down, and students, parents, and staff had almost
given up hope of keeping the schools open. Through the collaborative efforts of
JCPS and UofL, a "real world" atmosphere was designed to entice students to attend,
participate, and achieve. Not only did the students gradually show improved
achievement, but the UofL students who had served as mentors in the schools found
out that there is more to teaching than just being in the classroom. Attendance at
football games, eating lunch with the grade 6-12 students, and making home visits
provided the UofL students with valuable experiences not found in most teacher
preparation programs (Cavalier Principles, Spring/Summer 1994).
Teachers benefitted frequently from attendance at conferences or participation
in workshops sponsored by the Center at no cost to the staff. At the March 16-18,
1995 conference entitled, "Documentation and Assessment in Professional
Development School Partnerships: A Working Conference," teachers engaged in
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reflective discussions with Grant Wiggins, a leading national expert on assessment
reform and author of Assessing Student Performance: Exploring the Purpose and
Limits of Testing (Cavalier Principles, Fall 1994/Winter 1995).
Teachers involved with the UofL staff in the Oklahoma Early Learning Profile
(OELP) project learned how to use a recently developed piece of technology for
recording anecdotal notes of students’ performance in the classroom. The Newtown
hand-held computer allowed teachers to record performance according to specific
descriptors drawn from the OELP. These recorded notes made it easier to speak to
parents about their children’s specific skill acquisition. The software also allowed the
teacher to link the descriptors and notes directly to a pre-programmed lesson plan
format for easier instructional follow-up. The Newtown also benefitted the students
directly as they learned how to take attendance using the Newtown. According to the
teachers interviewed for the article appearing in the Fall 1995/Winter 1996 issue of
Cavalier Principles, the students became enthused about, and acquainted with, another
form of technology (Cavalier Principles, Fall 1995/Winter 1996).
Program Profile sheets for each of the Center’s twenty major projects often
indicated the benefits of the project to either the participants in, or the beneficiaries
of, the activity. For instance, the November 1994 Profile sheet for the Economic
Education Center Program incorporated the following statement: "Some of the
priority curriculum programs available for use by teachers include ‘Econ and M e,’ a
video program for ungraded primary schools; ‘Choices and Changes,’ a program for
at-risk students in grades three, five, seven, and nine; and ‘Community Publishing,’
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an interdisciplinary program emphasizing writing skills and economics." In addition
to this access to instructional materials, teachers desiring to participate in graduate
classes in economic education at UofL could receive partial-tuition reimbursement.
The Technology Alliance Project Profile sheet offered examples of the many
ways in which collaborators benefitted from their involvement in the Alliance.
Access to, and training on, significantly improved software and hardware allow
teachers to enhance their own classroom instruction. The semi-monthly meetings of
the Alliance group gave teachers time to "share strategies and materials for integrating
technology into the curriculum, learn about recent theory and resources available for
using computers and related instructional technology, and view specialized
demonstrations from expert presenters".
Summary of Document Content Analysis
Documents ranging from the original 1987 grant proposal to the 1995/96 issue
of Cavalier Principles provided information relative to the anticipated, and realized,
benefits of the collaborative endeavors supported by the Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession. Beneficial outcomes were indicated for the
individual educators and students, the collaborating institutions, the community, the
state, and the country.
In the various articles appearing in issues of Cavalier Principles, it was
reported that students benefitted from their teachers’ participation in joint activities.
Teachers perceived that their students had gained from their exposure to new
technology and curricula which had increased their enthusiasm for learning and thus,
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had positively impacted their academic accomplishments. Likewise, participating
teachers reported that they had benefitted from exposure to improved technology,
training in new strategies, and involvement in collegial discussions pertaining to
innovations in the field.
UofL students and staff also profited from their involvement in the schooluniversity partnership activities. Student teachers gained exposure to excellent mentor
teacher role models, experience with more relevant application of their skills beyond
the walls of the classroom, and exposure to expert researchers in the field. UofL
staff gained the opportunity to observe theory in practice, pursue joint action research
in the classroom, and present results of the partnership efforts at conferences and
regional meetings. Co-authored articles brought recognition to the UofL staff as well
as to the collaborating teacher or student.
Overall, documents furnished evidence that participants in the
collaborative work supported by the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession benefitted personally and professionally. Relative advantage for
the participants was realized through the Center’s work.
Individual or Paired Interviews
The question about the personal benefits to themselves or their students
brought very favorable responses from UofL personnel. Dean Nosburge started off
by talking about the pride he has in the accomplishments that resulted from the
Center’s work. He expressed the belief that people were growing professionally and
personally as a consequence of their involvement in the many successful partnership
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activities. Regarding his own personal gain he said, "I’m personally committed to the
notion that schools of education are professional schools and need to be responsive to
the profession. I benefit from seeing us realize that vision. I think we’re doing what
we say we ought to be done, so that’s rewarding" (Interview RN, 17 January 1996).
When Witt Easterly spoke of the benefit to herself, she referred to the
satisfaction of being able to facilitate a school-university partnership that otherwise
may not have happened. As the University-wide Coordinator of School Reform
Initiatives, one of Easterly’s responsibilities is to link individuals in the public schools
with like-minded persons in the UofL staff. She then helps them to establish a
common ground for discussion and collaboration. Sometimes, just initiating the first
meeting of the individuals was sufficient and they "picked up the ball and ran with
it." At other times, Easterly had to stay involved in the joint effort a little longer to
ensure that the partnership was going to survive and thrive. In any case, Easterly
received personal and professional pleasure from her part in bringing about a variety
of school-university partnerships.
Easterly also mentioned that it was gratifying in itself to go into the schools
and meet all of the different people. The opportunity to broaden one’s knowledge
from observing the teachers and children in their classrooms, and to build new
friendships was rewarding. Of those activities, Easterly said, "It brings energy to
your life" (Interview WE, 17 January 1996).
The Director of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession, Ray Hobbs, expressed his belief that the teachers and School of Education
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staff benefitted from their involvement in the Center activities in a variety of ways.
Gains were realized in the professional knowledge and growth that resulted from the
collegial relationships, as well as from attendance at conferences and workshops
sponsored by the Center. Involvement in joint action research projects, co-authoring
articles for publication, and sharing the experiences of becoming better at what they
do made the extra time and energy worthwhile. Besides the benefits for themselves,
however, teachers experienced their greatest reward from seeing their students
progress by achieving more, enjoying the educational environment, and showing
enthusiasm for the subject. According to Hobbs, expert teachers thrived on student
growth; thus, when improved student achievement was realized, teachers regarded
their participation in the collaborative activity as valuable (Interview RH, 17
January 1996).
Juan Fernandes, UofL professor of secondary education, expressed his own
satisfaction with his involvement in the Finester High School partnership. "The
pleasure of my job is that I get to help define my role and we have a very supportive
chair and a very supportive dean." He added that the graduate student teachers also
benefitted from the organization at Finester. From the very first day, the expectation
was that the student teachers would be active in the classroom; observations were not
used because observation implied passivity. Fernandes stated that being active from
the beginning alleviated much of the nervousness associated with being around kids
initially. He explained,
They have to assist and do some form of teaching in every visit after
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their first one - planned with the teacher they’re working with so they
can’t watch. Watching implies sitting in the back, not taking part.
Something to do might be leading a group to the library, working oneto-one with a kid who needs assistance. It might be catching a student
up who was sick. We don’t care what it is, but it’s something more
than sitting, which means [they] have to talk to that teacher the first
time and get the schedule. So they’re in there right away. (Interview
JF, 17 January 1996)
Fernandes explained that each student teacher has three different teaching
experiences creating opportunities to work in a diverse set of schools with a diverse
set of kids. The rich experience reflected in the student teacher’s portfolio impresses
personnel officers and principals during interviews and thus, the student’s chances of
employment were increased by having been a part of the Center’s PDS program.
Staff at Finester High School benefitted from the presence of forty-five or
more student teachers on site according to Fernandes. He added that the extra work
that can be accomplished with forty-five more minds and bodies is astounding. By
assisting with projects like revising the teacher handbook or other school brochures,
being extra hands in the classroom, and helping with research projects, the students
made the jobs of the teachers a little easier. Another advantage of the Finester
experience was that the students became involved in the educational change process
which was taking place at that school. Overall, Fernandes believed that the students
had benefitted in many ways besides simply earning a teaching degree (Interview JF,
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17 January 1996).
Dixie Kane came at the question regarding benefits from a little different
angle. She spoke of the number of teachers who have gotten involved in their own
professional development by starting some graduate work at UofL. Some school
teachers and administrators had started doctoral programs at UofL, which have
resulted just from having a link with somebody on campus. In determining how
worthwhile her own work was in the collaborative activities, especially the PDS
project, Kane stated that she loved her work with the schools. She declared
passionately, "It’s a great place to be. I wouldn’t want to be any place else"
(Interview DK, 17 January 1996).
Of the UofL staff, Pauline Munston-Travis was the most enthusiastic in her
discussion of the benefits of the collaborative activities between the schools and UofL
to the K-12 students. She explained how the impact of the student teacher was
growing in terms of their presence in the K-12 classrooms. She said,
By the second semester, you do see a benefit. Just in terms of what we
value, the student/adult ratio goes down tremendously. Our students
being in the classroom all the time with the assigned classroom teacher
- and usually a paraprofessional - probably makes for an almost ideal
instructional situation. In my schools, the teachers have reduced their
budgetary needs so that they can keep their class ratio somewhere
between 17 and 19. So when one of my students is placed in those
settings, and with a paraprofessional, you’re talking about three adults
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to nineteen students and that’s like one to five.
So first and foremost, I think that just kids being able to receive
individualized, informed, educated attention....Remember our MAT
students enter the program with a degree in another subject area. The
value of the knowledge those students possess is contributing to what
goes on between them and those students.
Secondly,...I think that because of that individualized attention,
and informed and educated assistance, that these students receive the
best tutorial [assistance]...So what I’m saying, is that I believe certainly
what they bring in terms of their prior professional experiences, as well
as what they’re learning in our program and interaction with the
students, simply improves or enhances the tutorial instruction that goes
on.
And toward the end, I think clearly that getting instruction from
two trained professionals - one experienced and one somewhat
inexperienced - but certainly well versed in the most recent innovative
instructional methodology - is probably the best that any K-12 student
could possibly receive in an educational context. (Interview PMT, 18
January 1996)
Supporting the belief of Juan Fernandes regarding the benefit to the student
teachers involved in the Finester High project, Marianne Tyson and Daliah Morehead,
two MAT students serving their practicum in elementary schools, restated Fernandes’
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sentiments. Daliah Morehead started by asserting,
I’d say that it’s beneficial just because we’re in a school system for a
full year and we can see what goes on. I’m aware of all the details that
you might not get in just a semester, you know like in other programs.
(Interview DM, 16 January 1996)
Marianne Tyson continued by explaining that they reported the same day that
the teachers had to report at the beginning of the school year, and wouldn’t finish
until the teachers’ last day in June. Both MATs thought that the full year of actual
classroom experience provided a much better foundation than the traditional one
semester of student teaching. The added experience was viewed as a benefit of the
new PDS program. Later in the conversation, Morehead explained more about the
MAT student’s involvement in the school,
That’s one of the main benefits of this program. We just do everything
that the teachers do. We’ve done parent-teacher conferences with our
mentor teachers and we’ve participated fully in those. We’ve had a lot
of discussions with the parents.
We’ve been expected to take part in whatever the teacher is
doing. The teachers see us as professionals also. If we want to do
something, they give us the leeway to do that. We do have help
though developing our portfolios for the state. (Interview DM, 16
January 1996)
In response to Morehead’s comment, the discussion turned to one of possible
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employment in the district once the MATs had graduated in August. Pertaining to the
principals’ favorable reaction to applications from the MATs, Tyson commented,
That’s another benefit of the hand-picked schools of this program with
the professional development sites. Since they were hand-picked, it’s
expected that they know the reputation of UofL, and that we’re very
well trained as teacher candidates when we come out. (Interview MT,
16 January 1996)
Focusing on benefits of the program for the primary students with whom
Tyson and Morehead had been working, they expressed their opinions that being able
to work with smaller groups, the K-5 students had been able to get more attention.
Additionally, in the smaller groups, Tyson and Morehead felt that specific weaknesses
in the students’ skill development could be bener detected and addressed.
School Personnel echoed many of the benefits which were reported by the
UofL staff and MATs. Tremaine Boston spoke of the belief of educators that better
learning environments always benefitted kids. Like Dixie Kane and Witt Easterly,
Boston believed that teachers and principals were reinvigorated by their involvement
in the collaborative projects. Consequently, Boston believed that students were
benefitting by their exposure to, and interaction with, energized and refocused
professionals. Boston added,
Unfortunately, collaborative efforts are ultimately for the benefit of
students K-16 and oftentimes, these benefits are not measurable by
traditional assessment methods. These benefits are the ones not
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measured by tests of achievement, but by the subtle impact of a
mentoring UofL athlete on a kid [in grades K-12] from the poorest area
of Laurelton. (Interview TB, 19 January 1996)
The two Greers administrators, Delores Westby and Lena Hedgler, expressed
their beliefs that there were always personal benefits when an educator perceives that
she has contributed to making a difference in students’ lives. Significant instructional
changes and new richness at the classroom level were helping students to learn in new
ways and to achieve more so teachers felt good about that improvement (Interview
LH and DW, 16 January 1996).
For Kaz Jiles, the OVEC liaison with UofL, personal benefit was realized in
doing research and publishing with the UofL staff. His greatest benefit though has
been his recent enrollment in the doctoral program in the School of Education.
Without the association with Winstein and the other eleven doctoral students involved
in the School of Education, a doctoral program would not have been in Jiles’ career
path. With no time for a traditional doctoral program, Winstein tailored a doctoral
program to suit the needs of the twelve administrators. Classes were developed that
revolved around everybody’s work and even the course research projects were based
on the work that the people were doing for a living. Jiles expressed his idea that the
tailored doctoral program was one more example of a collaborative effort from which
he received benefit. In the end, Jiles said
Another benefit is that I love my job, and the people I work with here
are my friends. I love the work we do and not only that, for the four
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years I’ve done this now, I’ve established enough of a reputation on my
own, that I’m given leadership....Superintendents and the principals and
my executive director and Richard Nosburge don’t breath down my
neck, don’t come up with a lot of work for me to do. They let me
generate the work. They wait for me to come up with the ideas and
the collaboration and to be a true leader. In a sense, since I took this
position and until now, I have created the position.
I’m in a premier liaison position and I like it! Sometimes I think
you could become isolated and sometimes, perceived as the enemy but, I’m pretty much pursued as the friend. (Interview KJ, 19 January
1996)
Kaz Jiles perceived that he had received many benefits from his association
with, and involvement in, the work of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement
of the Teaching Profession. Truly, the time and energy expended in the collaboration
were viewed as worthwhile in exchange for his many gains.
Principals of elementary schools necessarily tend to focus on the benefits of
programs to student achievement in the curriculum. Megg Wiseman and Renard
Barry were no different. Both Wiseman and Barry expounded on the many ways that
students benefitted from the UofL collaborative activities in their schools. Lower
teacher/student ratios, improved instructional strategies, better prepared teachers and
student teachers, exposure to UofL professors, and experience with new materials and
equipment were some of the ways that students benefitted. (Interview RB, MW, 16
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January 1996)
The classroom teachers like Gabrielle Forney, Hailey Kaiser, Penny Dodds,
and Seil Mackery mentioned all of those benefits to students that others had reported.
The connection between best practices, instructional strategies, and research bound the
collaborators together in their efforts to improve schools for students (Interview PD,
GF, HK, SM, 16 January 1996). As Forney responded, " It’s like you’re reading and
researching and getting expert advise and at the same time, you’re seeing it, doing it,
and walking the walk. For example we, Hailey and I, published a case study with
Ray and it was published by Prentice Hall. That’s a real benefit to teachers"
(Interview GF, 16 January 1996). Penny Dodds added,
If teachers are becoming better teachers, kids should benefit. Well,
even Ray works with the kids when he comes, so that’s a way to
individualize a little more. And there was a spring conference last year
where people from other states came in and we all had a chance to
share information about PDSs; new knowledge was available and
research informed application and vice versa. It was definitely
beneficial. (Interview PD, 16 January 1996)
Summary of Individual or Paired Interviews
Individuals participating in the work of the Center perceived that they
benefitted personally and professionally, from their involvement in the schooluniversity partnership activities. University and school staff believed that they had
gained more knowledge from sharing with other professionals, attending conferences,
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and being able to observe theory inform practice and vice versa. Joint action research
projects and co-authoring of articles for publication were more likely to happen
because of the rapport already established between the UofL and school staff. Some
school individuals became involved in doctoral programs that they otherwise never
would have contemplated. Additionally, both staffs expressed personal pleasure in the
strong friendships that had evolved from their professional work together.
Collaborators also believed that their K-16+ students were benefiting in that
the K-12 students were exposed to better instructional methods, better prepared
student teachers, more advanced curricular materials and equipment, professionally
invigorated administrators and mentor teachers, and direct contact with UofL staff in
the classroom. Collaborators in the Center’s work also believed that the UofL student
teachers had similarly benefitted from working with expert mentor teachers, and
exposure to a diverse set of students and school cultures. With coursework and the
student teaching experience being paired in the same semesters, MAT students
reported that they were able to experiment with the application of instructional
strategies or theory from their coursework in the evening to the classroom setting
during the day. Consequently, they realized the relevance of the course material
almost immediately.
Beyond the individuals participating directly in the collaboration, others too
benefitted from the Center’s work according to the interviewees. Parents learned
more about their children’s schools; the community benefitted from better prepared
students for the work force after graduation; and professionals across the state and
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country benefitted from the publications and conference papers prepared by the
Center’s collaborators.
Focus Group Interviews
Mentor Teachers Focus Group. Mentor teachers interviewed in the focus
group setting reported many of the same benefits of collaborative work as people in
the individual or paired interview settings. Regarding professional growth
opportunities, Vivian Wesbrook stated,
I think the thing that’s been so good for me is just the ability to do
some research with the university people and write some articles and
just do classroom research. And also to take on some leadership roles,
give some presentations. So it’s just a personal growth opportunity I
feel, because you’re connected with university people who are doing
those kinds of things. (Interview VW, 15 May 1996)
Wesbrook added that much of that growth came from the rapport that the
mentor teachers and UofL staff have developed because of a desire to be a part of the
same collaboration.
The other three mentor teachers added comments that concurred with
Wesbrook’s explanation and emphasized the good friendships that had evolved from
the professional alliance. An added gain was the satisfaction of knowing that they
were helping to prepare better teachers for the future (Interview MB, GM, and JS, 15
May 1996).
Master of Arts in Teaching Students Focus Group. The MAT students
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mentioned that they believed that they each had had the benefit of working with two
expert educators, their UofL liaison and their mentor teacher. Reports of gains
especially centered around being able to apply the coursework directly to the
classroom within a matter of days or weeks. Joslyn Lemoyski stated, "I was really
happy with the program as far as the being able to be in the classroom and, you
know, applying what we learned. I really liked that aspect of it" (Interview JL, 16
May 1996).
Two MATs talked about the beneficial impact of their end-of-the-year projects
on the whole school community. Tamsen Abingdon spoke of her project which had
centered around a career fair for the whole student population. Flyers were sent to
all parents and teachers requesting information regarding speakers for the career fair
which took place for two days and one evening. Of the fair, Abingdon said, "We did
touch the entire school community" (Interview TA, 16 May 1996).
The other MAT, Jacquelyn Beach, contributed information about her end-ofthe-year project which was designed to reward students and school staff for doing
random acts of kindness. As individuals were "caught" in the act of doing something
kind, they were awarded with a little certificate and then an announcement was made
over the speaker system to the entire school. Beach believed that the activity had
benefined many individuals in the school by building their self-esteem, as well as
communicating to the entire student body, the importance of being kind to others
(Interview JB, 16 May 1996).
All of the MAT students agreed that a large benefit of their program would be
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that they would have more job opportunities than those individuals going through a
traditional teacher preparation program. They anticipated very favorable responses
from principals when the time arrived for their interviews as prospective teachers for
the upcoming school year (Interview TA, JB, AF, JL, and LW, 16 May 1996).
Summary of Focus Group Interviews. Members of both focus groups talked
about the personal and professional benefits of being involved in the school-university
partnership. Mentor teachers believed that they had grown personally and
professionally from their association with the UofL staff. Being able to do joint
research projects and co-author articles for publication were ways in which they
gained new knowledge and recognition. Gains were also perceived in being able to
assume leadership roles within their schools.
MAT students reported that much of their benefit was realized in being the
best prepared teachers for any upcoming teaching positions. Additionally, because of
the reputation of UofL in teacher preparation, they anticipated a very favorable
response from principals regarding their own teacher portfolios and interviews.
Entire schools were impacted by some of the projects in which the MATs were
involved and two of them expounded on two projects in particular, a career fair and a
reward system for random acts of kindness.
Both mentor teachers and MAT students believed that they had been
compensated in a variety of ways for the efforts they put forth in the collaboration.
They believed that their involvement had been worthwhile.
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Relative Advantage Summary
Documents from the files of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of
the Teaching Profession and information obtained in individual, paired, or focus
group interviews revealed that benefits had been planned and had been realized by the
collaborators. The ninth and final factor which Wilbur refers to as "relative
advantage," was considered in the establishment and maintenance of the Laurelton
school-university partnership.
School and UofL educators who weighed the benefits of being involved in the
Center’s work had realized that their efforts had been worthwhile. Not only had they
benefitted personally, and professionally, in a number of ways, but more importantly,
they perceived that their students in grades K-16+ had benefitted. Students had
shown improved interest in the curriculum and increased their academic achievement.
New materials and equipment purchased with grant monies and exposure to the
knowledge of the University liaisons as well as the classroom teachers provided the
students with some instructional advantages. A significant benefit to collaborators
was the preparation of the graduate student as a competent future teacher.
In determining whether the school-university alliance had made their jobs of
educating easier, more fulfilling, more difficult, or more time consuming, all mentor
teachers and UofL staff agreed that their jobs were more demanding in terms of time
and energy, but a major benefit was that their professional work had become more
fulfilling. Teachers enjoyed seeing their names in print in the co-authored articles
and some had enrolled in a UofL doctoral program in the School of Education. In
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many of the conversations, strong, enduring friendships surfaced as an indirect
benefit.
Much of the information in the original grant proposal, and file documents,
suggested that benefits were anticipated through dissemination of literature and
research related to the Center’s work. A listing of the numerous publications journal articles, books, conference papers - in the appendix of each Progress Report
for the Center indicated the potential of the Center’s work to impact others across the
state and the country.
Overall, the material obtained pertaining to Wilbur’s factor of "relative
advantage," showed that benefits to the collaborators and others had been considered
in the establishment and maintenance of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement
of the Teaching Profession. Supporting this anticipated outcome of the Center’s
work, many of the Center’s participants did perceive that benefits had been realized
for themselves and others (e.g., the K-16+ students, other educators, the
community). However, hard data were not necessarily available to document those
benefits, such as the teachers’ perceptions that their students had improved their
achievement or become more enthused about the curricula.
Planners of the Center realized that participants would need to believe that
their efforts were in some way going to positively impact their lives, or the lives of
their students. Otherwise, as Wilbur contends, the participants would have been
difficult to attract and to keep. It is apparent that some "relative advantage" is being
realized at least for those individuals who participated in this study.
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A Tenth Factor Revealed
Convincing evidence of the existence of a tenth factor impacting the Center’s
success was revealed in the interviewees’ answers to the eleventh subsidiary question:
To what essential factors, if any, do the participants of the partnership attribute their
partnership success other than the ones suggested by Wilbur? School and UofL staff
interviewed in individual, paired, and focus group settings tended to offer information
on one factor which Wilbur’s model does not include. This factor included the
human

characteristics normally associated with people who are willing to take a risk,

open-minded enough to accept change, and want to work together because they can
perceive the value or connection in doing so. The aspect of long-term and newly
formed friendships also fit into this tenth factor which the researcher is labeling the
"Personal/Relationship" factor.
Document Content Analysis
Information in the Center’s documents did not contribute useful data to this
question.
Individual or Paired Interviews
Of the thirty-one persons interviewed, twenty-one mentioned that they believed
that a key factor in the success of their school-university partnership was the long
term friendships and/or the types of people involved in the joint endeavors. The
statements of Tremaine Boston, former JCPS Assistant Superintendent, and Ray
Hobbs, Director of the Center, reflected the sentiments of the other nineteen
interviewees who commented on the uniqueness of the people involved in the
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Laurelton partnership. Tremaine Boston stated,
I think people buy people first, and ideas second. I think that the
whole process of collaboration is much more personalized than experts
act like it is. I mean Ray and Bitsy Lee and Dixie and those people are
friends of mine. They’re not colleagues. They’re friends.
My linkage to Bitsy Lee was that she and Dixie Kane did a
research project at another school at which I was principal for two
years. So before the Center began - you would not be getting the
whole picture if you thought that the first time I sat down with Bitsy
Lee or Ray or Richard is when we said let’s do this - there was a
personal history. Now, I’m not sure if that is an imperative, but it
certainly is an enhancement. (Interview TB, 19 January 1996)
Ray Hobbs talked about the tenth, or "Personal/Relationship," factor also,
belief was commensurate with Boston’s when he said,
I ’m finishing my 15th year - going on 16. The biggest players in the
collaborative relationships have remained constant for 10 to 15 years. I
don’t know that we think of it as a project and it wasn’t so much that
even 10 or 15 years ago.
I think the seeds of collaborative relationships were already here
when I, and other new faculty, were brought in around 1980. So I
think the seeds of those relationships were developed long before I got
here, but they weren’t formalized in the same degree.
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And it was a kind of family, informal relationship that still exists now
in those close ties and relationships, but we’ve formalized it so much more I
think. And ours really was built on the success that we had developed out of
collaborative relationships with the school system. It’s not a project. It’s a
part of who we are. And I think that’s where we’ve been more successful
than a lot of places. Or where more of us have been more successful. It’s
much more fluid and much more developmental than that. In fact, we in many
ways discourage becoming too formal, or have discouraged things from
becoming too formal, too fast and putting too many rules and regulations on
these different relationships.
And now I think you can see that the School of Ed. really doesn’t talk
that way or think that way much any longer with "Here is something neat
that’s going on outside of who we are."...You can be pretty flexible and sort
of create the thing as you are moving along. I mean we have not operated that
way - it’s much more loosely knit although I think that you can see that there
are some formal relationships. It’s not embodied in one person or one
organization.
I think that if I had to characterize our collaborative efforts as a
university with the school systems, it would be much more that it is the norm,
that we work collaboratively. It’s a norm that the university’s work is
connected in significant ways to schools and that schools are significantly
connected to the work of the university. So rather than having a special little
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project out there, it permeates the work much more so than an activity
or another strand. So you have to build it on something other than
money. I think money is going to be important. I think sharing
resources can be important symbolically, but if you don’t have any real
reasons for doing it, if you don’t have people believing in it, all the
money in the world, all the promises of resources in the world, ain’t
gonna make it. You have to have people that believe that what you’re
doing is the right thing to do. (Interview RH, 16 January 1996)
Other interviewees offered information about the long-standing friendships
among the school and university personnel or provided characteristics of the people
involved in the collaboration. Laren Cage, Administrative Assistant at the Center,
indirectly complimented Hobbs when she indicated that she felt one reason for the
Center’s successful history has been the participation of people like Ray Hobbs who
are willing to put in the extra hours and energy to do what is right. Juan Fernandes,
the secondary professor working in collaboration with the staff at Finester High
School, supported this notion of willing people in his comments:
The other part would be that you get people who want to work
together. You need to work where the relationships are and where the
needs are - where there seems to be a reason to work together....
You’ve got to find a couple of neat people and get them with a couple
of other neat people and say, "Go for it. What do you think?"
(Interview JF, 17 January 1996)
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Master of Arts in Teaching students, Daliah Morehead and Marianne Tyson,
expressed similar sentiments regarding the willingness of the participants to work
together. Morehead said,
I would say that the most important would be that that [persons in the]
school wanted to participate. In hearing rumors from other students in
this program at other schools, it’s just caused a lot of feelings just as
far as they’re not feeling as welcomed and things as we are. I think
that maybe certain teachers were interested, but maybe as a whole, they
weren’t as gungho as the teachers here [her assigned school] and the
rest of the staff. (Interview DM, 16 January 1996)
Tyson added immediately after Morehead’s statement, "I think that both parties have
to be aware of the objectives and the expectations. I would say that that is almost as
important as that they are willing" (Interview MT, 16 January 1996). Even the
graduate students believed that the people involved must be willing to participate in
order to bring about the best results.
Witt Easterly, University-wide Coordinator of School Reform Initiatives,
captured the essence of the tenth factor, the personal/relationship factor, when she
said,
And then you have to have a whole network of relationships at different
levels that work and are going to sustain themselves through
disagreements, competitions - you know, and all the things that happen
- conflicting procedures in systems. You have to have people like in
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the School of Ed. who want to be working together and are going to
put a lot of energy into it no matter what obstacles may present
themselves. (Interview WE, 17 January 1996)
The comment made by Delores Westby, Executive Director of the JCPS
Greers Academy, in response to the question regarding what factors had impacted the
success of the collaborative relationship with UofL, showed her similar sentiments
regarding the personal qualities of the persons involved in the Center’s partnership
activities. She had said, "There’s a real mutual respect. This particular university
really honors the work of the school district and the classroom teachers, so they’re
very, very willing to go beyond to establish partnerships." (Interview DW, 16 January
1996)
Dixie Kane, UofL Department Chair for Early and Middle Childhood
Education, spoke of the character of the people involved, but also added in the idea of
maintaining a core group of individuals who would serve to enculturate new
collaborators. She explained the success of the Center’s collaborative work by
stating,
I mean, this seems so simplistic, but you’ve got to have people
committed to the ideas - not just doing it because you have to, or
somebody mandated it. You’ve got to really enjoy it. We have too
many people who, you know, believe in doing it the right way.
They’re not satisfied doing it halfway.
And I think that the fact that we had that core group, and a lot
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of those people have continued. A lot of the principals are the same
principals. A lot of the teachers are the same....There’s been enough
overlap that I think that it really does make a difference.
You’ve got enough people still there to help socialize or
enculturate folks. So there is something, you know, about a shared
history. But you’ve got to have new people get involved also who
won’t have that history. So if you’ve got a lot of people who are
helpful in trying to explain what the agenda is, I think it helps.
(Interview DK, 17 January 1996)
Besides the answers that could be categorized in the tenth factor which
surfaced, personal/relationship, several other answers were offered that could be
included in one of Wilbur’s nine essential factors. Other than the people, the success
of the partnership was also attributed to the networking activities of the participants
(Interview BLW, 16 January 1996), a less formal system of operation (Interview RH,
16 January 1996), the strong leadership support (Interview KJ, 19 January 1996), that
everyone understands the objectives of the collaboration (Interview MT, 16 January
1996), and that there has been an agreed upon plan (Interview MW, 16 January
1996). The frequency of these responses was minimal compared to the high
frequency of responses offered pertaining to the characteristics or qualities of the
individuals involved.
Summary of Individual or Paired Interviews
When asked about the factors responsible for the success of the Laurelton
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school-university partnership, many school and university personnel responded in a
similar manner. Of the twenty-two individuals interviewed, eighteen of them
responded to this question with specific factors. The remaining four did not have the
opportunity to respond as they had to leave the interview setting prior to answering
the last two questions.
Fifteen of the eighteen individuals gave similar answers to the question,
"What, if any, factors do you feel were essential for establishing this schooluniversity partnership and, are now contributing to its success and maintenance?"
Their answers addressed the characteristics of the people involved or the long-term
friendships that had existed prior to the Center’s establishment. These answers
occurred most frequently and led to the conceptualization of a tenth factor. The
researcher has labelled this factor the "Personal/Relationship." This factor includes
the adjectives used by the interviewees, such as flexible, willing, or open-minded, to
describe the kinds of people that have made the Laurelton partnership successful.
It was evident from the answers to this question that the success of this
particular school-university partnership was attributed to some factor other than the
nine comprising Wilbur’s framework.
Focus Group Interviews
The focus group mentor teachers and Masters of Arts in Teaching students
offered answers similar to those given by persons in the individual or paired interview
settings.
Mentor Teachers Focus Group. Margory Braulston, Vivian Wesbrook, and
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Grace Moyer reported that the school and university people involved in the
collaboration were what made the partnership successful. Statements referring to the
willingness of people to work together, their strong commitment to students, and the
good friendships that had developed throughout their collaborative work characterized
the thoughts of these mentor teachers. Of the seven responses obtained from this
group, six related to the tenth factor while the other one pertained to the opportunities
available for professional growth (Interviews MB, GM, and VW, 15 May 1996).
Master of Arts in Teaching Students (MATs) Focus Group. The MAT
students interviewed during May, 1996 did not perceive that they had experienced
personal success in the collaborative program, the professional development schools,
in which they had participated. They offered responses that reflected their personal
frustrations with the inconsistencies which they perceived in the procedures at the
various professional development schools (e.g., how often liaisons visited the sites,
the different expectations of the individual liaisons and mentor teachers, variations in
the criteria for acceptable lesson plan development and documentation). Therefore,
they did not provide answers to this question that were meaningful to an
understanding of the factors contributing to the success of the Laurelton partnership.
(Interview TA, JB, AF, JL, and LW, 16 May 1996).
Summary

of Focus Group Interviews. Mentor teachers provided answers

regarding factors that had contributed to the Laurelton partnership success, but the
MATs information did not add useful data in this area. The information that the
mentor teachers offered to explain the success of their school-university partnership
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centered around the personal qualities or characteristics of the individuals participating
in the collaborative activities. Qualities such as willingness to participate, a
commitment to students, and flexibility fit well into the tenth factor that had surfaced
and was labeled the "personal/relationship" factor.
Personal/Relationship Summary
Although the documents relevant to the operation of the Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession did not provide evidence of a
factor other than the nine suggested by Wilbur, interview information revealed the
existence of a tenth factor. Data obtained from individuals in all interview settings,
with the exception of the MAT students in the focus-group, showed that the Center
participants perceived that a factor not included in Wilbur’s framework was most
responsible for the success of the Laurelton school-university partnership.
The interviewees offered several different answers to the question, "To what
essential factors, if any, do the participants of the partnership attribute their
partnership success other that the ones suggested by Wilbur? Answers that were
given most frequently referred to the qualities of the individuals involved in the
partnership activities. That is, personal qualities such as open-mindedness, a
willingness to go above and beyond, a strong commitment to students, a positive
attitude, and a willingness to take risks were some of the phrases used to characterize
the school and UofL personnel. The existence of long-term friendships prior to the
Center’s establishment was also indicated as a factor that contributed to the
collaborative’s success.
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Ranking of the Factors
The answer to the twelfth subsidiary research question was derived from the
responses offered to the last interview question, "If this partnership were just being
conceptualized - starting from scratch - and you were able to suggest how to proceed,
what would be your recommendations to ensure success?" The notion that the
responses to this interview question would show a ranking of Wilbur’s factors was
originally based on the premise that each response offered by the interviewees could
then be categorized according to Wilbur’s factors. In developing the research design
for this study, it was anticipated that each interviewee would offer several ways to
ensure success of a newly created partnership. The assumption was that the
frequency with which the responses fit into each one of Wilbur’s factors would show
how significant the interviewees perceived the factors to be.
This part of the research did not proceed as originally planned because it
appeared that the answers to the preceding interview question (i.e., "What, if any,
factors do you feel were essential for establishing this school-university partnership,
and are now contributing to its success and maintenance?") may have influenced the
answers to this last interview question. Interviewees generally repeated what they had
said to the preceding question. Thus, most of the responses to this twelfth subsidiary
research question pertained to the tenth factor which has been labelled the
"personal/relationship" factor. Categorizing the forty-six answers obtained, twentysix of them fit into the tenth factor while the other twenty fit into some of Wilbur’s
factors [i.e., communication and governance (6); relative advantage (3); project
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selection and fostering ownership (3); clear, focused goals (2); support, rewards, and
recognition (2); networking (2); resources (1); and leadership support (1)].
The numbers indicated for any of Wilbur’s factors were small and not
significant considering that there were a total of forty-six responses and twenty-six of
them fit into the unexpected tenth category. The additional factor,
personal/relationship, was given most often and coincided with the factor which the
interviewees had also perceived as most responsible for the success of the Center for
the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession. Obviously, the "people"
factor is very important to the Laurelton partners.
It is interesting to note that Wilbur’s factor of "evaluation" did not occur in the
responses provided as essential to starting a successful school-university partnership.
It is also interesting to note that, of the factors given other than the "people" factor,
communication and governance occurred the most of any of Wilbur’s factors. Yet,
the information obtained from the documents and the interviews suggested that this
factor had not been convincingly present. In fact, there was some concern that
improved communication could benefit the collaboration.
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CHAPTERS
CONCLUSIONS

Purpose
This research was based on the premise that there are certain factors which
impact the success of a school-university partnership such as the one between the
University of Laurelton, Oklahoma and its surrounding public schools. Subsequent to
this premise, are two assumptions: 1) that these factors should be discernible in the
contents of relevant partnership documents and the perceptions of individuals involved
in the planning, implementation, and evaluation of the collaborative activities and 2) a
conceptual framework which delineates factors related to successful collaborative
endeavors between public schools and universities would be invaluable to others
interested in establishing effective and enduring educational alliances.
The intent of this research was to investigate the extent to which a particular
conceptual framework for establishing and maintaining a successful school-university
partnership fit when applied to the particular partnership selected for this case study.
Franklin Wilbur’s conceptual framework consisting of nine essential factors for
partnership success was used to guide this study. In pursuing this case study of the
Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession located in
Laurelton, Oklahoma, evidence was sought to determine to what extent the original
229
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planners of, and later participants in, the Center’s activities had considered each
factor represented in Wilbur’s model.
Wilbur (1993) believes that partnerships that endure often owe their success to
subtle, underlying reasons. From his continued research, and years of personal
experience, Wilbur has identified certain characteristics of successful school-university
partnerships and combined them into nine critical or essential factors. Although the
factors are not given in a particular priority listing, Wilbur contends that consideration
of each of the nine factors is essential to the establishment and long-term success of
school-university partnerships.
Data related to each one of these nine essential factors were sought from
interviews with thirty-one individuals (fourteen school and seventeen university) and
an examination of historical documents. The data collected through document
analyses, individual or paired interviews, and focus group interviews were reported
and summarized in Chapter Four. This chapter synthesizes that material and presents
the conclusions and implications of this study regarding the extent to which Wilbur’s
model fit when applied to the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession in Laurelton, Oklahoma.
For these conclusions, the role of the Master of Arts in Teaching students as
beneficiaries, rather than equal co-collaborators, was acknowledged and their input
was weighted accordingly. Data obtained from the MATs, however, led indirectly to
some conclusions pertaining to their graduate teacher preparation program
experiences.
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Discussion and Conclusions Regarding the Nine Factors
The following section summarizes the findings related to each of the nine
essential factors presented in Wilbur’s model. Answers to the subsidiary research
questions noted in Chapter three are also included in the discussions of these factors.
Leadership Support
Related to W ilbur’s Leadership Support factor, an affirmative answer was
obtained to Subsidiary Research Question Number One: Are the key
leaders of the collaborating institutions supportive of the alliance?
Wilbur describes the leadership support factor as the support of key leaders
within the collaborating institutions: school superintendents and principals; university
presidents, deans, and senior faculty; and school and university boards. He states that
individuals in these key leadership positions must send the "right message" to their
staffs about the value of joining resources and plans to effect educational change. On
a specific partnership level, talented directors must be selected as the partnership
leaders and given authority to act on the partnership plans.
Perceptions of persons interviewed and material obtained from Center
documents provided evidence that key leaders in the collaborating institutions in
Laurelton support the partnership endeavors of their staffs. Mention of three
individuals - President Dwayne Steel, Superintendent Dennis Itepenski, and School of
Education Dean, Richard Nosburge - recurred frequently in the documents and the
interview sessions with the school and UofL staff. As long-time proponents of a
working relationship between the University of Laurelton and the surrounding
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schools, written material from, or about, these three leaders consistently revealed
their individual, and joint support of the collaborative activities. Documents clearly
suggested that leadership support has been continually available.
With the exception of MAT students in the focus-group, the perceptions of
leadership support by persons interviewed individually, in pairs, or in focus groups
were in agreement with the information found in the Center’s documents. An
affirmative answer was indicated to subsidiary research question #1: Are the key
leaders of the collaborating institutions supportive of the alliance? The majority of
the case study information gathered pertaining to key leadership support revealed that
leadership support has existed, and still does exist, in this successful school-university
partnership. In fact, this study revealed that even if key leaders of the participating
institutions were not actively involved in meetings or the activities of the
collaborative, their visible symbolic and philosophical support has been present. Even
with the inevitable changes in key leaders, the collaborative partnership has continued
to flourish while new leaders have become acclimated to this large urban setting.
Clear. Focused Goals
Related to Wilbur’s Clear, Focused Goals factor, an affirmative answer
was obtained to Subsidiary Research Question Number Two: Is there a
set of agreed upon goals which clearly delineates the priorities of the
partnership?
The second factor that Wilbur addresses as an essential ingredient for
successful partnerships is a set of clear, focused goals. The scope of a school-
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university partnership could include merely information sharing; information sharing
and drafting of recommendations to address an agreed upon problem; or information
sharing, recommendations, and joint implementation of an action plan. All
participants in the collaborative activities need to be aware of, and agree to, the
intended results of their joint efforts.
Written documents as well as individual and paired interview materials
obtained in January, 1996 supported the existence of a set of clear, focused goals for
the Center, but some points of difference were noted. As expected, the wording used
in the documents was generally consistent in describing the goals of the collaborative
efforts of the Center. One possible explanation of this consistency was that the
Steering Committee was comprised of four of the individuals involved in the
conceptualization of the Center and the development of the original proposal - Richard
Nosburge, Tremaine Boston, Witt Easterly, and Bitsy Lee Winstein. Consequently,
the likelihood that the original goals would have been communicated in the minutes of
those Committee meetings and other written materials was high. Additionally,
Easterly, serving as the Coordinator of Publications for the Center’s materials and
publicity, was in an ideal position to ensure accurate reiteration of those goals.
In the individual or paired interviews, the most frequent response from both
the school and university personnel pertained to the first and second goals of the
original grant: 1) to work with professionals in the field to improve practice through
a clinical approach to teacher preparation and systematic professional development
programs and 2) to develop and implement model teacher preparation programs that
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represent a substantial departure from the status quo (Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession Grant Proposal, 1987, pp. 8-9).
Approximately three-quarters of the respondents mentioned better preparation of
teachers through the establishment of the professional development schools or the
recently restructured MAT program. Information gained in the focus group
interviews did not lend much support to the evidence obtained from the documents or
the individual or paired interviews.
The third goal of the original proposal - development and dissemination of
material regarding the effects of the partnership participants’ collaborative efforts
toward the improvement of teaching - was mentioned by only three of the thirty-one
interviewees. Overall, it appeared that participants in the school-university
collaborative activities, with the exception of the MATs in the focus group, were
aware of the global goal of improving the teaching profession through a clinicallybased approach and a new teacher preparation program. However, they were
generally unaware of the goal to serve as an informational center on collaborative
efforts.
It appears that the original goals of the Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession have become blurred or diluted. As
reported by several of the interviewees, the priorities of the Center’s work have been
revisited from year-to-year in order to ensure that the goals are still designed to meet
the needs of the collaborating parties (Interview LC, 17 May 1996; RH, 15 May
1996; DW, 16 January 1996). As this has occurred, the three original goals seem to
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have become blended into one global goal - the goal of effecting improvements in the
teaching profession, just as the Center’s name implies.
Thus, the answer was affirmative to the second subsidiary research question
related to Wilbur’s second factor: Is there a set of agreed upon goals which clearly
delineates the priorities of the partnership? However, there was evidence that the
goals have changed somewhat from those listed in the original grant. Of the three
goals contained in the original grant proposal, the first two were recognizable in the
documents and the information obtained from the interviews. However, the existence
of a third goal was evident only in the documents; interviewees offered little
awareness of the original third goal which requires that the Center serve as an
informational site for other professionals interested in the effects of collaborative
efforts between schools and universities. The fact that individuals such as this
researcher, however, are able to contact the Center and obtain informational packets
regarding the Center’s collaborative work is evidence that the Center is fulfilling, to
some extent, the original third goal, even if few partnership participants are aware of
this service of the Center.
As the priorities of the partnership have changed from year-to-year, the overall
goal of the collaborative efforts to make improvements in the teaching profession was
the goal most often mentioned. As stated by Delores Westby, she and Ray Hobbs are
currently refocusing on what the goals of the collaborative efforts should be to meet
the current needs of UofL and the schools (Interview DW, 16 January 1996). Thus,
participants in the Center’s work are aware of the dilution or blurring of the goals as
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listed in the original grant and are attempting to re-establish and agree upon a new set
of goals appropriate for the present conditions of both UofL and the public schools.
According to Cage, Administrative Assistant to Hobbs, a meeting was scheduled for
May 23, 1996 to revisit the goals of the Center (Interview LC, 17 May 1996). Being
in accord with Wilbur’s factor regarding a set of clear, focused goals, the Center’s
partners have been keenly aware that goals need to be established, and agreed upon.
As the educational climate has changed, UofL and school staff have "come back to
the table" to reconsider the priorities of the Center’s work. Thus, the evidence
gathered in this study is compatible with Wilbur’s viewpoint that a set of clear,
focused goals is essential for school-university partnership success.
Economics
Related to Wilbur’s Economics factor, an affirmative answer was obtained
to Subsidiary Research Question Number Three: Are there adequate
resources allocated to support the completion of the planned partnership
activities?
According to Wilbur’s appraisal, it is essential to consider the economics
necessary to support a school-university partnership if it is to be successful.
Economics in this instance includes all resources, financial and otherwise, that are
necessary to initiate and maintain the project. Even when there are many in-kind
resources that are shared, Wilbur contends that a plan must be devised for making the
transition to local financial funding, at least minimally, especially when the initial
funding source ends as in the case of state, federal, or foundation grants.
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Considering the information sources accessed in this study, the documents
revealed the most detailed material related to the economics of the Laurelton schooluniversity partnership. Documents were available that delineated line item amounts in
the many budgets for the various partnership activities, including the original grant
proposal for the Center. This information suggested that substantial economic
resources have been available for the Center’s collaborative work between UofL and
the schools.
Interviewees generally offered information that demonstrated that resources
were available, but provided very few details about the financial resources of the
partnership other than to mention the awareness of a grant - usually, the Bell South
grant. Seldom did anyone comment on in-kind resources except for the time each
collaborator gave willingly to the joint efforts. Of the total thirty-one individuals
interviewed, nineteen of them offered information to confirm financial support from
grants, such as the annual state grant that is inherent in being selected as a Oklahoma
Center of Excellence, or funds from the UofL School of Education general budget, as
documented in written form, and fourteen affirmed that in-kind resources were
available. In-kind resources existed in the form of office space, professional time and
expert knowledge, and materials and equipment.
Overall, the acquired evidence showed that the individuals - Nosburge,
Easterly, and Winstein - responsible for the initial planning stages of the Center had
considered the economic support required to accomplish their goals. They had
understood and planned for financial and in-kind resources needed to promote a
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successful public school-UofL partnership. On a regular basis, external funding has
been sought to continue the support for various innovative activities as the initial seed
monies from the Center have ended. Consequently, being in accord with Wilbur’s
factor of economics in his model, there is evidence that substantial resources financial and in-kind - have been available for the partnership activities. The answer
to the third subsidiary research question was affirmative.
Project Selection and Fostering Ownership
Related to Wilbur’s Project Selection and Fostering Ownership factor,
affirmative answers were obtained to Subsidiary Research Questions
Number Four and Five: Do all stakeholders for the identified problematic
area have ownership in the project since its initiation? and Is the
problematic area selected for intervention a common concern of the
collaborating parties?
When schools and universities decide to join forces to effect improvements in
the field of education, Franklin Wilbur contends that the focus of the alliance must be
on problematic areas common to both institutions. He believes that the concern
should be one that is consistent with the cultural values of both environments;
otherwise, one partner may feel that the needs of their particular institution are not
being addressed. Fostering ownership of the problematic areas and the possible
solutions must also be accomplished by including all stakeholders from the very
beginning of any partnership endeavors.
Early in the partnership, UofL and public school staff identified the need to
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consistently include all interested parties in discussing, implementing, and evaluating
solutions to their common concerns. Once discussed, the need was not forgotten;
suggestions for gaining and keeping the involvement of more individuals often re
appeared in the meeting agendas and minutes of the Steering Committee.
Consequently, the suggestion of Gordon Davies, an external evaluator of the Center’s
work, did not surprised the Center participants. Addressing the need to include all
stakeholders more aggressively, UofL created a new position in 1994 - the position of
University-wide Coordinator of School Reform Initiatives. Filling that position, Witt
Easterly was charged with extending the type of school-university collaborations
already existing in the School of Education to other UofL schools and colleges.
With the exception of the information acquired in the focus group interview
from the Master of Arts in Teaching students, all data from the documents and other
interviews were essentially in agreement. That data indicated an affirmative answer
to the subsidiary research question pertaining to project selection and fostering
ownership. Data demonstrated that the designers of the Center had considered it
necessary, initially, and throughout the Center’s operation, to gain ownership from all
stakeholders having an interest in finding solutions to a common problem. Clearly,
these findings are congruent with Wilbur’s belief that successful school-university
partners spend time fostering ownership of their joint projects which address common
educational concerns.
Governance and Communication
Related to Wilbur’s Governance and Communication factor, an
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affirmative answer was not obtained to Subsidiary Research Question
Number Six: Do the partnership members use an orderly process by
which to communicate and carry our their objectives?
Governance and communication within a school-university partnership are
crucial elements that can impact the success of an alliance according to Wilbur. He
asserts that a plan for effective communication and written procedures for the
administration of interinstitutional projects are essential to the success of a schooluniversity collaboration; how the participants will interact for the duration of the
endeavor is part of the process which must be considered from the very beginning.
The individuals who had conceptualized the creation of the Center, and written
the original grant proposal - Richard Nosburge, Bitsy Lee Winstein, and Witt Easterly
- provided an elaborate plan for both governance and communication related to the
Center’s work. The review of the Center’s documents revealed that this commitment
to the organizational and communication procedures was continued into the first four
years of the Center’s operations. After that time, due to changes within the Janesville
County Public Schools, the governance structure of the Center was altered (Steering
Committee Meeting Agenda, 9 July 1991). The co-directorships were abolished and
the regular meetings of the various committees, such as the Steering Committee,
ceased. One UofL person was named as the Director of the Center and no standing
committees remained. Ad hoc committees appear to have been convened to address
particular collaborative projects as necessary (Ad Hoc Committee on Teacher
Education Redesign Agendas and Minutes, 22 May 1992, 3 June 1992).
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Reportedly, the process of communication between certain parties such as the
Dean of the UofL School of Education, the Director of the Center, the PDS liaisons,
and the principals of the PDS sites has been effective. However, there were also
some suggestions that communication needed to be improved among certain groups.
One group of MAT students perceived that communication regarding the schooluniversity partnership did not exist at their level and they expressed a need for
improvement in this area. Cage, the Administrative Assistant to the Director of the
Center, voiced a similar sentiment when she indicated that electronic mail was not
available among all of the collaborating parties. It was obvious that the good
intentions of the original grant writers was fulfilled in the first years of the Center’s
lifespan, but it also appears that a plan for effective communication pertaining to how
the participants would exchange information during the most recent years of the PDS
project has not been as successfully developed and/or implemented. In fact, one
coordinator from the Greers Academy mentioned that she and Hobbs had recently
discussed developing and distributing a brief newsletter on a regular basis (Interview
LH, 16 January 1996). Thus, the answer to the corresponding subsidiary research
question pertaining to an orderly process for communication and carrying out the
partnership objectives was mixed.
For about the first half of the Center’s operation, the governance and
communication procedures were consistently implemented and remained well
delineated. In the latter half of the Center’s history, however, the governance and
communication procedures have not been as clearly defined. They appear to have
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become more informal or less structured. Of the less formal structure, Hobbs stated,
And I think that’s where we’ve been more successful than a lot of
places. Or where more of us have been more successful. It’s much
more fluid and much more developmental than that. In fact, we in
many ways discourage becoming too formal, or have discouraged
things from becoming too formal too fast and putting too many rules
and regulations on these different relationships.
And I think you can see that the School of Ed really doesn’t talk
that way or think that way much any longer with, "Here is something
neat that’s going on outside of who we are."...You can be pretty
flexible and sort of create the thing as you are moving along. I mean
we have not operated that way. It’s much more loosely knit. Although
I think that you can see that there are some formal relationships, it’s
not embodied in one person or one organization. (Interview RH, 16
January 1996)
This is incongruent with Wilbur’s factor regarding governance and
communication since he suggests that a plan remain in place to determine the
governance and communication procedures for the duration of the collaboration.
Therefore, findings pertaining to the governance and communication procedures of the
Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession are not fully
compatible with Wilbur’s belief that plans for these procedures are essential to schooluniversity success.
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This finding creates questions regarding whether clearly defined governance
and communication structures are imperative to partnership success. Obviously, the
UofL partnership with its surrounding schools has been, and continues to be, regarded
as a very successful joint effort (See Appendix B - Letters and Notes of Support).
Clearly, the partners have experienced success despite the evidence that the original
governance structure changed quite significantly in 1991, and currently,
communication is not consistently perceived as being effective by all participants in
the Center’s work. It must be noted that the MAT students were especially lacking
information regarding the Center’s history, operations, and numerous collaborative
projects.
Evaluation
Related to Wilbur’s Evaluation factor, an affirmative answer was not
obtained to Subsidiary Research Question Number Seven: Is an ongoing
evaluative component being implemented to promote continual
improvement of the partnership operations?
To Wilbur, a commitment to meaningful evaluation of partnership projects is
an essential part of any design for a successful school-university partnership. He
contends that an evaluation component needs to be built into every collaborative
activity associated with the partnership, and he highly recommends that evaluations be
completed by a professional, external evaluator.
Documents pertaining to the work of the Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession depicted the various methods that were used
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for evaluating the success of the partnership activities. The original 1987 grant
proposal delineated several different methods (e.g., self-report, survey, observation)
that were designed to meet the evaluation requirement of the grant. From the
documents pertinent to program evaluation, it surfaced that both internal and external
formal evaluations had taken place quite regularly during the first half of the Center’s
operation. Written references to informal assessment were also present in the
Center’s files.
Interviewees who had an actual part in conceptualizing the Center, developing
the grant proposal, or administering the Center provided information that most closely
matched that contained in the written documents. Mentor teachers and MATs gave
information about informal assessment of the project in which they were involved, the
professional development schools. Mentor teachers offered data related to their
participation in the informal end-of-the-year discussion groups that took place with the
UofL liaisons in order to assess, informally, the outcomes of the year-long PDS
experience. It was apparent that the MATs possessed the least amount of knowledge,
and understanding, about an evaluation component concerning the work of the Center.
With the exception of the responses from the MATs, the documents and the
interviews confirmed that an elaborate evaluation component had been planned for
assessing the work of the Center. Assessments were important for determining
appropriate modifications to the collaborative activities on an ongoing basis. During
the last four to five years, however, little evidence exists to support that formal
evaluation procedures have been utilized. Rather, informal discussion groups appear
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to be the most frequently used means of informing the process for ongoing
improvement; however, the Center files did not reveal any written documentation of
those meetings, discussions, or outcomes. Therefore, the answer was mixed to the
subsidiary research question: Is an on-going evaluative component being implemented
to promote continual improvement of the partnership operations? The findings do not
convincingly confirm Wilbur’s assumption that an evaluation component is an
essential ingredient of this particular successful school-university partnership.
Support. Rewards, and Recognition
Related to Wilbur’s Support, Rewards, and Recognition factor, an
affirmative answer was obtained to Subsidiary Research Question Number
Eight: Is participation in the partnership planning and implementation
recognized and rewarded accordingly?
In his model for successful school-university partnerships, Wilbur has
described a seventh category of essential criteria: support, rewards, and recognition.
He proposes that an underlying support system that includes attention to necessary
training needs, suitable support materials, and appropriate rewards and recognition for
staff participation must be considered in establishing and maintaining any effective
school-university partnership. This necessarily includes the consideration of the
tenure, promotion, and reward system utilized at institutions of higher education.
An underlying support system that included attention to necessary training
needs, materials, and appropriate rewards and recognition for staff participation were
in existence in the Laurelton partnership. Consideration was given to training needs
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in the original grant application. Steering Committee meeting agendas and minutes
substantiated the efforts put forth to design and implement reward systems that would
encourage continued, and greater, participation by both university and school
personnel. Interviews confirmed that the reward system typically utilized at
institutions of higher education was modified somewhat at UofL to encourage, and
acknowledge, the work of staff in the schools. Rewards were also displayed in the
form of full financial reimbursement for conference attendance, or presentations,
related to the work of the Center.
Consideration of support, rewards, and recognition for the school personnel
generally took the form of opportunities to attend training sessions or conferences,
monetary stipends, and simple gifts or plaques. The presentation of UofL adjunct
faculty certificates to mentor teachers and school administrators was perceived by
recipients as a significant point of recognition.
Documents, individual or paired interviews, and focus group interviews
provided data signifying that the planners of the Center give earnest consideration to
the critical factor of support, rewards, and recognition. Thus, the answer was
positive to the subsidiary question: Is participation in the partnership planning and
implementation recognized and rewarded accordingly? References to training sessions
and conference attendance, as well as an indication of the types of rewards and
recognition that were provided, confirmed that consideration of this factor in Wilbur’s
model has existed throughout the history of the successful Laurelton school-university
partnership.
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Networking
Related to Wilbur’s Networking factor, an affirmative answer was
obtained to Subsidiary Research Question Number Nine: What
information about existing partnerships, if any, was used in designing this
particular partnership?
Networking, according to Franklin Wilbur, should be considered in developing
any successful school-university partnership. Educators should not try to reinvent the
wheel. Rather, educators contemplating entering into a school-university partnership
should access all available information on currently operating partnerships.
Attendance at local, state, and regional conferences on partnerships; accessing data
bases; and perusing directories and newsletters pertaining to partnerships should lend
valuable information so that planners and participants in new partnerships can avoid
spending unnecessary time, energy, and finances on unproductive plans or activities.
Documents provided much material to indicate that knowledge about schooluniversity partnerships had been gained through networking prior to the establishment
of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession. The
grant proposal stated the national reputations of several of the grant originators and
included a listing of their publications that reflected their prior knowledge of, and
interest in, school-university partnerships. Minutes of Steering Committee meetings,
Program Profile sheets, and interdepartmental memoranda supported the notion that
networking activities had taken place.
Interviewees’ answers to the subsidiary research question: What information
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about existing partnerships, if any, was used in designing this particular partnership?
supported the data gathered from the documents. Eighteen of nineteen interviewees
shared information about the networking activities in which they had been involved
personally. These activities included involvement in workshop presentations by
experts in the Held of education, participation in team building experiences, and
exposure to literature related to collaboration.
Since the original planners of the Center had a previous interest in, research
knowledge of, and experience with school-university collaborations, information
pertaining to partnerships has been readily available. Thus, with the exception of the
focus group interviewees, the data gathered revealed that networking, as Franklin
Wilbur describes it, has been an element existing historically in the Laurelton schooluniversity partnership.
Relative Advantage
Related to Wilbur’s Relative Advantage factor, an affirmative answer was
obtained to Subsidiary Research Question Number Ten: Are the
participants and their students in this partnership personally benefitting
from the efforts of this collaborative endeavor?
The ninth and final factor which Wilbur describes is referred to as "relative
advantage." This is the idea that individual educators weigh the benefits of becoming
involved in a new program, or practice, in terms of how that school-university
partnership will improve their own life or the lives of their students. Wilbur contends
that educators contemplating participation in a partnership will ask themselves whether
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the proposed alliance will make their jobs of educating easier, more fulfilling, more
difficult, or more time consuming. Subsequently, he purports that if school or
university educators can identify some benefits for themselves or their students, they
will probably put forth the added effort to collaborate.
In determining whether the school-university alliance had made their jobs of
educating easier, more fulfilling, more difficult, or more time consuming, all mentor
teachers and UofL staff agreed that their jobs were more demanding in terms of time
and energy, but a major benefit was that their professional work had become more
fulfilling. Teachers reported they enjoyed seeing their names in print in co-authored
articles and some had enrolled in a UofL doctoral program in the School of
Education. In many of the interviews for this study, strong, enduring friendships
surfaced as an indirect benefit.
Additionally, not only had the collaborators benefitted personally and
professionally in a number of ways, but more importantly, they had perceived that
their students K-16+ had benefitted. New materials and equipment purchased with
grant monies and consistent exposure to the knowledge of the University liaisons, as
well as the classroom teachers, provided the students with instructional advantages
(Interview PD, 16 January 1996). Likewise, preparing graduate students who were
competent to become future teachers was perceived as a significant benefit of the
collaboration (Interviews RB, RH, PD, SM, 16 January 1996; Interview DK, 17
January 1996).
Data from the Center documents were in agreement with the information
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obtained in individual, paired, or focus group interviews. Overall, convincing
findings revealed that benefits had been anticipated and realized through the activities
associated with the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession. Thus, evidence confirmed that the ninth and final factor which Wilbur
refers to as "relative advantage," has been a factor in the establishment and
maintenance of the Laurelton school-university partnership. School and UofL
educators who weigh the benefits of being involved in the Center’s work reportedly
realize that their efforts are worthwhile. The answer to the subsidiary research
question pertaining to benefits for participants and students was an overwhelming
"yes."
A Tenth Factor Revealed
To determine if factors other than those included in Wilbur’s framework
were contributing to the success of this particular school-university
partnership, Subsidiary Research Question Number Eleven was asked: To
what essential factors, if any, do the participants of the partnership
attribute their partnership success other than the ones suggested by
Wilbur? One factor not included in Wilbur’s model, the
Personal/Relationship factor, was discovered in this study.
Convincing evidence of the existence of a tenth factor related to the Center’s
success was revealed in the interviewees’ answers to the eleventh subsidiary research
question: To what essential factors, if any, do the participants of the partnership
attribute their partnership success other than the ones suggested by Wilbur? School
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and UofL staff interviewed in individual, paired, and focus group settings tended to
offer information on one factor which Wilbur’s model does not include - the kind of
people involved and the existence of long-term friendships.
Information in the Center’s documents did not contribute useful data on this
question. Of the eighteen persons interviewed who provided answers to this question,
fifteen mentioned that they believed that a key factor in the success of their schooluniversity partnership was the long-term friendships and/or the types of people
involved in the joint endeavors. The statements of Tremaine Boston, former JCPS
Assistant Superintendent, and Ray Hobbs, Director of the Center, reflected the
sentiments of the other interviewees who had commented on the uniqueness of the
people involved in the Laurelton partnership. Boston commented on the personal
nature of the collaborative relationships:
I think people buy people first, and ideas second. I think that the
whole process of collaboration is much more personalized than experts
act like it is. I mean Ray and Bitsy Lee and Dixie and those people are
friends of mine. They’re not colleagues. They’re friends.
My linkage to Bitsy Lee was that she and Dixie Kane did a
research project at another school at which I was principal for two
years. So before the Center began - you would not be getting the
whole picture if you thought that the first time I sat down with Bitsy
Lee or Ray or Richard is when we said let’s do this - there was a
personal history. Now, I’m not sure if that is an imperative, but it

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

252
certainly is an enhancement. (Interview TB, 19 January 1996)
Hedgler, Hobbs, Winstein, Easterly, Fernandes, and Jiles emphasized this
same ingredient as a key to their success (Interviews LH, RH, BLS, 16 January 1996;
Interviews WE, JF, 17 January 1996; Interview KJ, 19 January 1996). Even the
mentor teachers in the focus group interviews in May, 1996 commented on the good
friendships that had been formed between UofL and school staff. As Bitsy Lee
Winstein indicated, the Center was actually the realization of a concept that she and
other friends had discussed for some time (Interview BLW, 16 January 1996). Hobbs
had summed it up when he said, "The long-term, informal, friendly relationships family relationships - that’s the seeds of collaboration" (Interview RH, 16 January
1996).
As well as the "friendship" aspect of this tenth factor, both school and
university staff mentioned that the people that seemed to bring about successful
outcomes possessed certain personal characteristics. Those characteristics included
the following: a willingness to work together, a commitment to give the extra time
and energy to the joint efforts, a commitment to work to overcome the many
obstacles that would inevitably arise, the availability to participate, a desire to become
involved voluntarily, and a certain level of risk-taking behavior (Interviews RB, 16
January 1996; TB, 19 January 1996; LC, 17 May 1996; PD, 16 January 1996; WE,
17 January 1996; JF, 17 January 1996; RH, 16 January 1996; KJ, 19 January 1996;
DK, 17 January 1996; DM, 16 January 1996; RN, 17 January 1996; MW, 16 January
1996).
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In the focus groups, three of the four mentor teachers offered initial responses to
the eleventh subsidiary research question that related to the kind of people that were
involved in the partnership. As in the individual and paired interview settings, these
mentor teachers characterized the participants as willing, open-minded, flexible, and
positive (Interviews MB, GM, and VW, 15 May 1996).
Personal characteristics or friendships among collaborators do not appear in
Wilbur’s conceptual framework, but the perceptions of the participants in the Center
for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession reflect a belief that
these factors have positively impacted the success of their collaborative efforts.
Ranking of Wilbur’s Factors
To determine if the participants in the Laurelton partnership would rank
Wilbur’s factors in a particular manner, an answer was sought to
Subsidiary Research Question Number Twelve: How do participants in
the partnership rank the significance o f the nine elements that comprise
Wilbur’s framework? An actual ranking of Wilbur’s factors did not occur
as anticipated due to the manner in which the interview questions were
arranged.
The answer to this subsidiary research question was derived from the
responses offered to the last interview question, "If this partnership were just being
conceptualized - starting from scratch - and you were able to suggest how to proceed,
what would be your recommendations to ensure success?" The notion that the
responses to this interview question would show a ranking of Wilbur’s factors was
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originally based on the premise that each response offered by the interviewees could
be categorized and fit into one of Wilbur’s factors. In developing the research design
for this study, it was anticipated that each interviewee would offer several ways to
ensure success of a newly created partnership. The assumption was that the
frequency with which the responses fit into each one of Wilbur’s factors would show
the significance of the factors.
This part of the research did not proceed as originally planned because it
appeared that the answers to the preceding interview question (i.e., "What, if any,
factors do you feel were essential for establishing this school-university partnership,
and are now contributing to its success and maintenance?) may have influenced the
answers to this last interview question. Interviewees generally asked how many
factors they needed to provide. They were instructed to provide any number of
factors that they believed would be necessary to establish and maintain a successful
partnership. They were assured that there was not any one accurate number, or
order, of factors. Rather, they were invited to provide the number of factors that
they considered important for creating a successful partnership.
Usually, the interviewees repeated what they had said to the preceding
question. Thus, most of the responses to this twelfth subsidiary research question
pertained to the tenth factor which has been labelled the "personal/relationship"
factor. It is noteworthy that of the forty-six total responses, twenty-six of them
referred to the type of people involved. The responses included in this tenth factor
included factors perceived to be essential by the interviewees, such as "available
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people with a willingness to risk" (Interview RN, 17 January 1996), "people who
want to be working together and are going to put a lot of energy into it" (Interview
WE, 17 January 1996), "people with good personalities that match each other”
(Interview LW, 16 May 1996), "people like Ray who go above and beyond"
(Interview LC, 17 May 1996), and "people who believe in what they’re doing"
(Interview RH, 16 January 1996).
Responses which fit in the additional tenth factor, personal/relationship, were
given most often and coincided with the factor which the interviewees had also
perceived as most responsible for the success of the Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession. Obviously, the "people" factor is very
important to the Laurelton partners. Clearly, the "personal/relationship" factor was
the most prominent answer to the question pertaining to establishing and maintaining a
new partnership. Wilbur’s model does not include a factor such as this which
considers the personality, qualities, or characteristics of the individual collaborators.
Other factors given, which do conform to the factors established by Wilbur,
included the following in the order of the frequency of occurrence: communication
and governance (6); relative advantage (3); project selection and fostering ownership
(3); clear, focused goals (2); support, rewards, and recognition (2); networking (2);
resources (1); and leadership support (1)]. The numbers indicated for any of
Wilbur’s factors were small and not significant considering that there were a total of
forty-six responses and twenty-six of them fit into the unexpected tenth category.
This could mean that had the interviewees not been exposed to the preceding fourteen

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

256
interview questions, they would have offered even few suggestions that would have fit
into Wilbur’s framework. Perhaps even more of the suggestions would have
concentrated on the human characteristics of the people involved in the Center’s
work.
It is interesting to note that Wilbur’s factor of "evaluation" did not occur in the
responses provided as essential to starting a successful school-university partnership.
It is likewise interesting to note that, other than the tenth factor, communication and
governance occurred the most of any of Wilbur’s factors. Yet, the information
obtained from the documents and the interviews suggested that this factor had not
been convincingly present. In fact, there was some concern that improved
communication could benefit the collaboration.
General Conclusions
The following general conclusions were reached when Wilbur’s model for
school-university partnerships was applied to the successful joint activities of the
University of Laurelton and its surrounding schools through the auspices of the Center
for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession. To determine
whether Wilbur’s model fit the partnership in this case study, it became apparent that
the data could be interpreted in three different manners. Each of these interpretations
is discussed separately.
Interpretation # I
First, the research evidence showed that each of Wilbur’s nine factors had
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been considered by the original planners in their initial design and implementation of
the collaborative activities started through the umbrella concept of the Center for the
Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession. Thus, if the model is applied
to the initial design and implementation stages of the Center as developed in the 1987
grant proposal by the original planners, it appears that Wilbur’s model is very
consistent with this successful school-university alliance. That is, when the staffs of a
public school system and university are contemplating a partnership endeavor, if they
employ Wilbur’s model as a template or guideline, they should increase their
likelihood of success. This implies that consideration, and inclusion, of the nine
factors in the initial plan of a school-university collaboration should increase the
chances of achieving the goals of the joint efforts.
A "filtering device" must, however, be applied to this first interpretation.
That is, even with the foresight of the original planners of the Center, to incorporate
all of Wilbur’s factors into the original plan for the establishment of the Center, only
seven of those nine factors have operated consistently throughout the Center’s nine
year history. Data from the documents and interviews revealed that the seven factors
described by Wilbur - leadership support; clear, focused goals; economics; project
selection and fostering ownership; support, rewards, and recognition; networking; and
relative advantage - have been consistently evident in the work of the Center.
Evidence did not show that the other two factors - governance and communication,
and evaluation - have been implemented equally as well for the full nine years.
The original grant proposal for the Center included a plan for the governance
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structure and communication procedures for the collaboration. However, there were
two significant changes in the governance structure of the Center: the disbandment of
the Steering Committee in 1991 and the appointment of one director from the UofL
staff in place of the co-directors at approximately the same time as the administrative
changes in the Janesville County Public Schools. Also, it was apparent that there was
a change in the manner in which information pertaining to the Center was
communicated. Without the biweekly meetings of the Steering Committee and the
presence of co-directors, individuals involved in the partnership activities began to
depend more on electronic mail, telephone calls, and personal site visits to keep
everyone current regarding the work of the Center. Although no evidence was
revealed to imply dysfunction of, or dissatisfaction with, the current governance
structure, several individuals did state that it would be beneficial if efforts were made
to improve communication among all collaborators by expanding the availability of
electronic mail to all participants and disseminating a regular newsletter. The Center
for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession is, however,
recognized by experts in the field as an exemplary school-university partnership, in
spite of the noted changes in governance and communication procedures.
Evaluation was the second factor for which the evidence was less convincing.
The evaluation component contained in the original grant proposal was extensive,
involving internal and external assessment through a variety of methods. However,
the documents and the interviews produced little data to demonstrate that the original
evaluative plan had been fully implemented. In fact, informal assessment through
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discussion groups appeared to be the most frequently noted means of evaluation for
the last four years of the Center’s operation. Yet, the participants in the Center’s
activities, as well as experts in the field of school-university partnerships, regard the
collaborative work of the Center as very successful and highly beneficial to educators
and their K-16+ students.
The finding that two of the nine factors comprising Wilbur’s framework were
not fully evident in the Laurelton partnership could be interpreted in several ways.
First, it could be, that despite the findings that the conditions represented by the two
factors had not been fully operationalized as planned, merely the continued awareness
and consideration of them was enough to deter any adverse impact that less-than-full
implementation may have precipitated. However, overall, this is not consistent with
Wilbur’s full model because he proposes that governance and communication plans,
as well as an evaluation component be determined and implemented for the duration
of the partnership.
Institutionalization of an innovative program such as the Center could provide
another explanation for the continued success of the partnership despite the less
prominent presence of a defined communication procedure and governance structure
throughout the Center’s history as the Center matured. According to Yankovich
(1996), a new program is regarded as institutionalized, or as having become an
established part of an overall system of operation, when the program has existed
successfully for a minimum of three years. Thus, according to this definition, the
institutionalization of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
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Profession occurred prior to the discontinuance of the original governance structure
and communication process. Consequently, the same factors that were considered
initially may not be the same factors that must remain in place in order for the
partnership to endure and experience continued success.
Interpretation # 2
A second interpretation may be that only the seven factors that were originally
considered and continually recognized and addressed in a concrete manner are the
factors present in a successful school-university partnership. In terms of logic,
however, this would not appear to be a feasible interpretation, since several of the
seven factors inherently involve effective communication and governance. For
example, fostering ownership requires an effective means of informing others of the
Center’s work and how they might become involved in issues common to the schools
and the university. Additionally, some form of meaningful evaluation would seem
imperative in order for the collaborators to have reported such favorable benefits for
themselves and their students. Obviously, some ongoing, informal evaluation takes
place, at least on an individual basis. Otherwise, the factor of "relative advantage"
would not have been so strongly supported by the evidence obtained from the
documents and interviews. In other words, the extent to which each factor has been
fully implemented, modified, or eventually deleted, may not be a determining factor
in the partnership success. Rather, the strong presence of one or more key factors
such as leadership support or in-kind resources may compensate for the weaker
existence of another factor such as evaluation.
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Interpretation # 3
A third explanation to consider is the notion that the success of the Laurelton
partnership rests on the tenth factor that has not been included in Wilbur’s model. It
also was not discernible in the Center’s documents. However, a tenth factor was
definitely revealed in a majority of the individual and paired interviews. For the sake
of simplicity, this tenth factor could be labeled the "People/Relationship" factor. As
interviewees explained repeatedly, the professionals involved in designing,
implementing, and maintaining the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession had experienced long-term friendships for some time prior to the
creation of the Center. In fact, all of the original collaborators had been in the
university or school setting for ten to fifteen years, and had enjoyed a full social, as
well as professional, relationship. One UofL professor had commented that the
Center was actually the realization of a collaborative effort that had been discussed
quite frequently among the friends in their social settings (Interview BLW, 16 January
1996). Another professor also indicated that a strong alliance or friendship with just
one individual in the other institution is enough to start a joint effort that can
mushroom into a very successful and beneficial collaborative relationship (Interview
' JF, 17 January 1996). The OVEC coordinator commented that the collaboration was
successful because the collaborators not only worked together, but they actually liked
each other as people, and had developed very good friendships (Interview KJ, 19
January 1996). Clearly, these friends who have worked together have achieved
success together. Therefore, if not the most essential or sole ingredient in a
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successful school-university partnership, the people/relationship factor may
complement the nine factors of Wilbur’s model such that some of the nine factors
need not be as fully present in the everyday operations of the collaboration.
Obviously, in sharing social times and events, much of the information pertaining to
the Center’s work could be shared effectively at those gatherings, just as well as at
biweekly committee meetings or in official publications. Additionally, the friendship
factor could facilitate ongoing, informal evaluation of the joint projects as the
collaborators gather for lunch, parties, shopping sprees, or other such happenings.
Opportunities to share in some reflective thinking about the collaboration and the
impact of certain collaborative strategies can occur frequently when professionals are
also friends and respect each others’ constructive input. The fact that the nine factors
of the model were found to be present could be coincidental, or it could be that the
combination of the nine factors operates in conjunction with the tenth factor.
Overall, it can be concluded that Wilbur’s model fit when applied to the
establishment of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession in Laurelton, Oklahoma. Evidence of the existence, at least minimally,
was found for each of the nine factors: leadership support; clear, focused goals;
economics; project selection and fostering ownership; governance and communication;
evaluation; support, rewards, and recognition; networking; and relative advantage.
Additionally, of the forty-six responses obtained from the interviewees to subsidiary
research question #12 (i.e., How do participants in the partnership rank the
significance o f the nine elements that comprise Wilbur’s framework7) pertaining to
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suggestions for establishing and maintaining a successful school-university
partnership, the suggestions offered fit into the model with the exception of the
"people/relationship" factor. School and university personnel contemplating the
establishment of a collaborative endeavor may be at an advantage if they use Wilbur’s
model as a guideline for conceptualizing, implementing, and maintaining the
partnership.
Implications for Further Study
In any one of the scenarios presented, it is apparent that Wilbur has identified
nine factors that were discernible in this case study of one successful school-university
collaboration located in a large urban area. However, to determine if Wilbur’s model
can be applied as successfully to other partnerships, further study is needed.
Case studies involving other successful school-university partnerships could
reveal the credibility of Wilbur’s model in other settings unlike the urban environment
of the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession. Such
studies could show if all nine factors were evident in the partnership and to what
extent each factor was present. If similar findings resulted, it could mean a
modification of Wilbur’s model suggesting that the two factors - governance and
communication and evaluation - are not as essential for success as the other seven
factors. If factors other than the two identified in this study appear to be weaker or
less evident in another partnership’s operation, it could mean that as long as the
collaborators are aware of the nine factors and take them into consideration, success
is more likely. Rather than the strong presence of each factor, the notion of having a
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framework to start the reflective process of conceptualizing a school-university
partnership may be the key. Success may not be dependent upon Wilbur’s framework
being all inclusive. Rather, Wilbur’s framework may serve as a general guideline for
designing a school-university collaboration and a means to prevent "reinventing the
whole wheel."
A quantitative study of a random sample of the 2000+ school-university
partnerships identified in the revised 1995 Linking America’s Schools and Colleges:
Guide to Partnerships and National Directory could lead to a broader examination of
the applicability of Wilbur’s model. It would have the potential to reveal which of
the nine factors occur most frequently in successful partnerships and thus, narrow the
focus of the model to include only those factors which are the minimum essential
ingredients for success.
Additionally, further study of school-university partnerships that have failed
could help to determine what factors were, or were not, present in those
collaborations. Such additional information could also assist in narrowing or
expanding the number of essential factors.
Research to investigate the people/relationship factor that was discovered in
this study could lead to confirmation that such a factor is, or is not, perceived as
essential in other school-university partnerships. A study in which it is known that
long-term friendships do not exist in the partnership under study could be helpful. In
such a study, it would be possible to determine if the "people/relationship" factor
which surfaced in the Laurelton partnership was particular solely to that partnership.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

265
If so, it may reveal that Wilbur’s seven factors were the ones to which the Laurelton
success was attributable and that the "people/relationship" factor was only a
complement to the others.
At this time, much research is needed in the area of school-university
partnerships. As Franklin Wilbur has explained, any new information that can
contribute to the knowledge base regarding the establishment and maintenance of
school-university partnerships should assist educators in developing some effective
models for inexperienced collaborators. Even a framework on which to base the
initial conversation between public school and university personnel could provide
these individuals from very different cultures, a beginning common ground and serve
to encourage them in their efforts. Certainly, this study has demonstrated that the
model offered by Franklin Wilbur can serve as an effective starting point for new
collaborators, as well as a checklist for partners who are not realizing the success that
they had anticipated.
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Leadership Support - the support of key leaders within the collaborating institutions - school superintendents and
principals; university presidents, deans, and senior faculty; and school and university boards - must send the ‘right
message’ to their staffs about the value of joining resources and plans to effect educational change. On a specific
partnership level, talented directors must be selected as the leaders and given authority to act on the partnership
plans.
Clear. Focused Goals - another essential ingredient for successful partnerships is to have a set of dear, focused
goals. The scope could include merely information sharing; information sharing and drafting of recommendations
to address the agreed upon problem; or information sharing, recommendations, and implementation of an action
plan. All stakeholders must understand what the scope or outcomes (e.g., narrow or broad) of their collaboration
will be. One party cannot expect only to share information while the other party expects resolution.
Economics - careful consideration of the economics involved to support partnership endeavors is essential.
Economics includes all of those resources, financial and otherwise, that are necessary to initiate and maintain the
project. A plan must be in place for making the transition to local funding especially when the initial funding
source ends as in the case of state, federal, or foundation grants.
Project Selection and Fostering Ownership • focus must be on problematic areas common to both institutions in
the alliance. Additionally, the concern should be one that is consistent with the cultural values of both
environments; otherwise, one partner may feel that the needs of their particular institution are not being addressed.
Fostering ownership of the problematic area and the possible solutions must also be accomplished by including all
of the stakeholders from the vety beginning of the endeavor. All participants must feel that they have had input
from the beginning.
Governance and Communication - governance and communication functions within the partnership as crucial
elements that can impact the alliance in either a negative or positive manner. With the ability of the partners to
listen to each other and articulate the expected services and programs effectively, members learn to tolerate
instances when things do not go as expected and are less likely to point the finger of blame at the other party. A
plan for effective communication and written procedures for the administration of interinstitutional projects is
essential to the success of the collaboration; how the participants will interact for the duration of the endeavor is a
part of the process which must be considered from the very beginning.
Evaluation - a commitment to meaningful evaluation of partnership projects must be included in the design of any
partnership. It is clear that an underlying commitment to instructional and program evaluation is essential and
someone has to be given the responsibility to do this. Evaluation needs to be built into every collaborative
activity; preferably professional, independent evaluation.
Support. Rewards, and Recognition - an underlying support system that includes attention to necessary training
needs, suitable support materials, and appropriate rewards and recognition for staff participation must be
considered. This includes the need to take a look at the tenure, promotion, and the reward system utilized at
institutions of higher education. Reward systems must change and there must be acknowledgement of the worth of
such alliances in both entities.
Networking - networking should be considered in developing successful partnerships. Educators should not try to
reinvent the wheel. Rather, educators contemplating entering into a school-university partnership should access
information available on various sound partnerships currently in operation. Attendance at local, state, and regional
conferences on partnerships; accessing data bases; and perusing directories and newsletters pertaining to
partnerships should lend valuable information so that new partnerships can avoid spending unnecessary time,
energy, and finances on unproductive plans and activities.
Relative Advantage - establishing and maintaining a successful school-university partnership must consider
‘relative advantage,' the idea that individual educators weigh the benefits of becoming involved in a new program
in terms of how the partnership will improve their own life or the lives of their students. Educators contemplating
participation in a partnership will inevitably ask themselves such questions as whether the proposed alliance will
make their jobs of educating easier, more fulfilling, more difficult, or more time consuming. If they can identify
some benefits for themselves or their students, they will probably put forth the added effort to collaborate.
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

Daisy Wood, Doctoral Candidate
College of William and Mary

FROM:

Sarah Steel, Coordinator
Benedum Project, West Virginia University

DATE:

September5, 1995

SUBJECT:

Endorsement of Proposed Study Site

The Center for Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession
established at the University of Louisville, Kentucky in 1987 is regarded as an
exemplary endeavor in the school-university partnership arena. This partnership
would serve well as a comprehensive model for a case study of a successful schooluniversity collaboration. Rick Hovda, current director of the partnership, had been
engaged as a consultant at the initial planning stages of the Benedum Project, another
very effective partnership in the field.
In studying the various aspects of the Louisville partnership, a researcher can
gain valuable knowledge and insight into what it takes to establish and maintain a
partnership in which the partners’ mutual objectives become reality. Knowing of the
success of this particular collaborative undertaking, I can recommend it for study
without reservation.

Signature

Name of Institution
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

Daisy Wood, Doctoral Candidate
College of William and Mary

FROM:

Carol F. Stoel, Coordinator
American Association for Higher Education

DATE:

September 7, 1995

SUBJECT:

Endorsement of Proposed Study Site

The Center for Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession
established at the University of Louisville, Kentucky in 1987 is regarded as an
exemplary endeavor in the school-university partnership arena. This very rich and
durable partnership would serve well as a site for a case study of a successful schooluniversity collaboration.
In thoroughly studying the Louisville partnership, one will be able to gain
valuable knowledge and insight into what it takes to establish and maintain a
partnership in which the partners’ mutual objectives become reality. Knowing that
this particular collaborative undertaking is approaching its tenth year of successful
operation, I can recommend it for study without reservation.

QaiSl ^ 7 islbdL ,

Signature

Name of Institution

^
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Franklin Wilbur. Telephone Conversation Notes. Sept. 5. 1995. 2:05-2:30 p.m.

The following highlights were noted in a conversation in which Wilbur was
recommending the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching
Profession as a suitable site for a case study of this nature. Wilbur had used the
following descriptions of the Center:
a stable project affiliated with national collaborative projects
a premier example of a partnership with durability and stability
an excellent site to look at as it has substance and variety based
on sound principles
known for its rich, enduring history and approaching its tenth
year of operation
a well supported and very involved partnership
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3724 Woodcrest Lane
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23452
January 16, 1996

_________ , (position)
The Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession
University of Laurelton
Laurelton, Oklahoma

Dear

Your name was referred to me by the director of the Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession, Dr. Ray Hobbs, as a possible interviewee for my doctoral
dissertation study.
School-university partnerships are of a concern to me as I have been a public school educator
and administrator for the past 19 years and have been a perpetual student of higher education for that
same period of time. Consequently, I have often been perplexed by the very distinctive divisions
between the various levels of education - elementary, secondary, and postsecondary and especially
dismayed by the lack o f communication and coordination between all educators. My own personal and
professional interest in establishing a collaborative effort between the school division in which I am
employed and the various institutions of higher education in the area has lead me to pursue this study.
Currently, I am working on my research at The College o f William and Mary with the purpose
to investigate whether there exists certain critical elements that must be present in a school-university
partnership in order for such a collaborative endeavor to be successfully initiated and maintained. By
studying the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession, it is intended that
evidence of the nine elements of a particular framework will be sought through documents and
interviews. Information gleaned from the case study will be used to either lend support to the existence
of critical elements as purported or be the impetus for a modification of the framework.
Your participation in this study would be much appreciated and of immense benefit to my
efforts in researching successful school-university partnerships. To indicate your willingness to be
interviewed, please sign the enclosed consent form and forward it in the self-addressed, stamped
envelope provided. I look forward with anticipation to meeting you in the near future.

Sincerely,

Daisy B. Wood
Doctoral Candidate
The College of William and Mary
(804) 340-8962 (residence)
(804) 474-8641 (work)
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CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN HUMAN SUBJECTS RESEARCH
(Interview Form)

I , _______________ , agree to participate in the study titled, "School-University Partnerships:
An Exploration of the Relationship." I understand that the interview itself will last approximately one
hour.
I understand that the method of investigation, interviewing, carries little risk to my personal
health and safety.
I understand that my interview will be taped but that these tapes will be used solely by the
researcher and her doctoral committee for data analysis. They will not be shared with anyone else and
will be destroyed at the conclusion o f research project. Direct quotes attributed directly to me by name
will be included in the dissertation only with my permission.
I understand that I am free to discontinue my participation in this study at any time by directly
notifying the researcher. I understand that no negative consequences will result from my
discontinuation.
I understand that the decision to use the name of the partnership in reporting the results of this
study will be decided by the director of the project, after the completion of the major data collection
has occurred.

Signature

Date
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3724 Woodcrest Lane
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23452
May 15, 1996
The Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession
University of Laurelton
Laurelton, Oklahoma
You were referred to me by the director of the Center for the Collaborative
Advancement of the Teaching Profession, Dr. Ray Hobbs, as a possible interviewee for my
doctoral dissertation study.
School-university partnerships are of a concern to me as I have been a public school
educator and administrator for the past 19 years and have been a perpetual student of higher
education for that same period of time. Consequently, I have often been perplexed by the
very distinctive divisions between the various levels of education - elementary, secondary, and
postsecondary and especially dismayed by the lack of communication and coordination
between all educators. My own personal and professional interest in establishing a
collaborative effort between the school division in which 1 am employed and the various
institutions of higher education in the area has lead me to pursue this study.
Currently, I am working on my research at The College of William and Mary with
the purpose to investigate whether there exists certain critical elements that must be present in
a school-university partnership in order for such a collaborative endeavor to be successfully
initiated and maintained. By studying the Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the
Teaching Profession, it is intended that evidence of the nine elements of a particular
framework will be sought through documents and interviews. Information gleaned from the
case study will be used to either lend support to the existence of critical elements as purported
or be the impetus for a modification of the framework.
Your participation in this study would be much appreciated and of immense benefit to
my efforts in researching successful school-university partnerships. To indicate your
willingness to be interviewed, please sign the consent form and indicate a mailing address. I
will send you a brief interpretation of our interview prior to including the information in the
dissertation so that you may indicate if I have made any misinterpretations.
Sincerely,
Daisy B. Wood
Doctoral Candidate
The College of William and Mary
(804) 340-8962 (residence)
(804) 474-8641 (work)
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CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN HUMAN SUBJECTS RESEARCH
(Interview Form)

I , _____________ , agree to participate in the study titled, "School-University
Partnerships: An Exploration of the Relationship." I understand that the interview itself will
last approximately one hour.
I understand that the method of investigation, interviewing, carries little risk to my
personal health and safety.
I understand that my interview will be taped but that these tapes will be used solely by
the researcher and her doctoral committee for data analysis. They will not be shared with
anyone else and will be destroyed at the conclusion of research project. Direct quotes
attributed directly to me by name will be included in the dissertation only with my
permission.
I understand that I am free to discontinue my participation in this study at any time by
directly notifying the researcher. I understand that no negative consequences will result from
my discontinuation.
I understand that the decision to use the name of the partnership in reporting the
results of this study will be decided by the director of the project, after the completion of the
major data collection has occurred.

Signature

Date
Address:
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL TO BE USED WITH THOSE SCHOOL-UNIVERSITY
PARTNERSHIP PARTICIPANTS HAVING KEY ROLES IN THE COLLABORATIVE
ENDEAVOR (i.e., the university president, vice president or dean under which the
partnership project is managed, project director, assistant project director, superintendents of
partnership schools, principals or assistant principals of partnership schools, and primary
collaborating faculty at the university or schools who are suggested as interviewees by the
other key informants listed.)
Name:______________________________________ Date:_______________________
(The questions that I will be asking you will refer to your official position in relationship to
the school-university partnership under study. Specifically, the queries will pertain to certain
characteristics of the partnership which you either know, or perceive, to exist. Certain
questions may not be appropriate to ask of certain individuals.)
1.

Describe your position and the function of that position within this school-university
partnership endeavor? (How long have you been employed or served in this capacity?
Do you perceive that your position has changed over the years of the partnership’s
existence?

2.

During the time period of your employment, to what extent and in what ways have
you witnessed evidence of support for the partnership from the key leaders (i.e.,
president, vice presidents, deans, superintendent, principals) of the collaborating
university and public school(s)? In what ways has the support been significant? In
what ways has the support been consistent? In your estimation, could this partnership
have been initiated or maintained without this support?

3.

Is there an individual (or group of individuals) that you perceive as the visionary
leader in this partnership? What are some of the characteristics of, or values
expressed by, this individual that have influenced your perception of him/her as a
visionary leader? What do you feel would happen to the partnership if this person
were no longer associated with the collaboration?

4.

Are you aware of the set of goals or objectives that have been established for the
partnership? How have these objectives been communicated to the participants and
how important do the objectives appear to be in determining the success of the
partnership?

5.

In your position within the partnership, are you aware of the budget that has been
established to support the activities of the partnership endeavor? Have certain
monetary line items or nonmonetary resources been allocated to the collaborative
efforts such that the partnership has adequate resource support to be successful? Have
you or anyone you know ever requisitioned a portion of the resources for a
partnership activity in which you have been involved? If so, what was the result of
that request?
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6.

From your point of view and experience in the partnership, have all stakeholders for
the identified problematic areas had ownership in the project since its initiation? Are
you aware of any persons that should have been included in the initial plans that were
overlooked? Are there participants in the partnership that do not seem to belong?

7.

Do you consider the problematic area selected for intervention a common concern of
the collaborating parties? What is, or has been, the problematic area(s) identified by
the parties involved? In what ways do the parties feel that the focus of the partnership
will benefit them individually or collectively.

8.

Will you please describe how the partnership members communicate with each other
and subsequently, carry out their objectives? (Is the method of communication
generally written, verbal, or a combination?) Do you feel that you have been kept
abreast of the partnership activities in a timely and consistent manner?

9.

How will the partnership’s effectiveness be measured. Describe the means established
to demonstrate how and when each objective of the partnership has been achieved.
Who is involved in this evaluative process? What purposes will the evaluation process
serve?

10.

In what ways have you or others you know received personal recognition for their
participation in the partnership planning and implementation?

11.

What information about existing partnerships was used, if any, in designing this
particular partnership? What efforts were made to learn from the experiences of
others already engaged in partnership activities?

12.

As a participant in this partnership, how have you or your students personally
benefitted from the efforts of this collaborative endeavor?

13.

What, if any, factors do you feel were essential for establishing this school-university
partnership and contributing to its success and maintenance?

14.

If this partnership were just being conceptualized (starting at square one again) and
you were able to suggest how to proceed, what would be your recommendation to
ensure success?
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School-University Partnerships: Summary of Findings from
Title:

Document Review__________ Interview

_______________________________________________

Date:
SUBSIDIARY
RESEARCH
QUESTIONS

Answer

Answer

Answer

Answer

Interpretation:

(l)Are (he key leaders
of the collaborating
institutions supportive of
the alliance?

D (2)Is there a set of
R agreed upon goals which
H clearly delineates the
D priorities of the
| partnership?
H (3)Is there evidence that
I adequate resources have
been allocated to support
the completion of the
planned partnership
activities?
(4)Do all stakeholders
for the identified
problematic area feel
that they have had
ownership in the project
since its initiation?

00
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(5)Is Ihe problematic
area selected for
intervention considered
a common concern of
(he collaborating
parties?
(6)Is there evidence that
the partnership members
use an orderly process
by which to
communicate and carry
out their objectives?
(7)Is (here evidence (hat
an on-going evaluative
component has been
instituted to promote
continual improvement
H of the partnership
| operations?
1 (8)Is there evidence that
| participation in the
H partnership planning and
1 implementation is
recognized and
rewarded accordingly?
(9)What information
about existing
partnerships was used, if
any, in designing this
particular partnership?
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(10)Do the participants
in this partnership
perceive that they or
their students are
personally benefitiing
from the efforts of this
collaborative endeavor?

1

(1 l)Do the participants
of the partnership
perceive that there are
essential factors
contributing to the
partnership success
other than the ones
suggested by Wilbur?
What are these factors,
if any?
(12)How do participants
of the partnership rank
the significance of the
nine elements that
comprise Wilbur's
framework?

Main Research Question: To what extent does W ilbur’s model for school-university partnerships fit when applied to a highly
successful school-university partnership?
N>
00

u>
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School-University Partnerships:

SUBSIDIARY
RESEARCH
QUESTIONS
(l)Are the key leaders
1 of die collaborating
1 institutions supportive
of the alliance?

Summary of Findings from

Document Review

Title:

Megg Wiseman. Principal______________________

Date:

January 16. 1996_____________________________

Answer

Answer

Answer

Answer

Well, first of all, the
superintendent. He got
us involved with it and
he had to support the
whole effort or we
wouldn’t be a PDS site
in this district.

I’m sure that he (the
supt.) must have worked
with Dr. Nosburge, the
dean at the university that’s kind of how the
whole thing flows through the dean.

And then I think Ray
and - if Ray wasn't the
kind of person he is, we
wouldn't be able to
function quite as well.
It'd be real hard to
replace him.

And Dixie Kane - we
don't have a lot of
interaction with Dixie,
but Ray and Dixie are
like two peas in a pod.

Interview V

Interpretation:

|

Key leaders have been
supportive of the
collaborative efforts

Yes. (To my question
regarding if Supt.
Wootenhan had been the
one to endorse the
partnership.)

N>
S
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(2)Is there a set of
agreed upon goals
which clearly
delineates the
priorities of the
partnership?

Well, I think the first
one - just by the name of
the project. Professional
Development School - is
the ongoing professional
development of the staff
at the school site in
collaboration with the
university. I think it's a
two way street on
professional
development.

And that's the primary
goal and then,
preparation of new
teachers is a big
component.

Schools in Thomas
County do
transformation plans and
all of that, with Ray’s
assistance, we meet all
of our goals and
objectives that we plan
for the year so I think
that we all follow that
plan and have ownership
as far as where we want
the school to be headed
and how the professional
development plan fits
into that.

As you said that, I
believe we had group
conversations - 1 know
we did last spring about commitment. And
are we all in it or are we
all not? But I can't
recall if we all signed a
real piece of paper. So
what’s more important,
the conversation of
commitment or a piece
of paper?

Objecfives delineated
quite clearly and
individuals know what
they are

(3)Is there evidence
that adequate
resources have been
allocated to support
the completion of the
planned partnership
activities?

Since we have a little bit
of money exchange in
this partnership, I'm the
one who keeps labs on
how the money is used.
It's not a great deal of
money. It goes to our
school account and then
we

have a proposal and I
have to make sure that
we are using our money
for what our proposal is
for

Ray would have to tell
you. Our budget is
minimal for PDS and it
was through a Bell South
grant I believe. We got
$1200 and I think U of L
got $2400.

No, I don't. I know that
it must be substantial
because you’re freeing
up faculty time to do
that.

Budgets do exist for
the various projects at
various levels; budget |
details appear to be
available on a need-toknow basis

(4)Do all stakeholders
for the identified
problematic area feel
that they have had
ownership in the
project since its
initiation?

All of our certified staff.
(This was in response to
my ques. about who
attended the initial
training.)

All stakeholders were
included from the very
beginning in training
and input for the
collaborative endeavors
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(5)ls the problematic
area selected for
intervention
considered a common
concern of the
collaborating parties?

1 think so. (This was in
response to my ques.
about a common
concern.)

(6)Is there evidence
that the partnership
members use an
orderly process by
which to communicate
and carry out their
objectives?

I think it's a fairly open
and easy flowing
communication system.
If you need to know
something, you can see
him (Ray) on Tuesday
when he's here or you
can contact him by
phone.

Collaborating parties
feel that the
problematic area being
addressed in the
collaborative endeavor
b of mutual concern
The personal contact
with the university
person being directly
involved in the school on
a regular basis is a very
key element. Because
the emphasis here is in
the exchange of
information. The
teachers in the field with
the K-12 population and
the university people
who are preparing the
teachers who are going
to deal with the reality
of the situation and one
can't exist I believe in
isolation of one another.

We have the joint staff
meetings in order to give
the transition teams a
scheduled time to meet.
But a lot of times, the
teams correspond
through the district EMail. Each teacher has
a station in their room.
And then just really
open-minded
communication with the
university (in response to
my question regarding
critical elements.)

(in regards to taking
minutes at meetings)
when we have meetings
and get together at the
university site with all
the PDSs, yes, they do
take minutes. But we
don't normally here.
We don't need one more
piece of paper to
generate, get out and
hang on to.

Communication Is
open and important;
people are kept
informed in various
ways such as meetings,
daily vbits, and e-mail
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(7)Is there evidence
that an on-going
evaluative component
has been instituted to
promote continual
improvement of the
partnership
operations?

Last year, just with the
MAT program - last year
was the first year, we
trained MATs in this
way. We helped - "we"
meaning Newsettle and
Smithdale - worked with
the other PDSs and the
university people to lay
out what we thought
could be a workable

program and when you
start with anything new,
there are "bugs."
Everybody said "this
worked, this didn’t
work." University
people listened and they
made adjustments. We
listened because what we
thought would work as a
good follow-

up to methods classes
didn't necessarily work.
So now the program has
been revamped and I
think it's working more
smoothly. Still some
things need to be worked
out, but nothing that
can't be solved.

Yes, we do. Ray had a
- oh, a third party
evaluator came in and
pretty much asked
questions with a tape
recorder.

Evaluation takes place
in formal and informal
ways to make
improvements

(8)Is there evidence
that participation in
a the partnership
H planning and
H implementation is
H recognized and
n rewarded accordingly?

Well, that’s the part that
I think Dean Nosburge
has worked out for them
in their schedules. He
has given the liaisons
time that they're not
engaged in classes.

Now if you're talking
about school staff, no
school staff gets a
stipend. We could have
taken that money and
said we were going to
pay people stipends • we
could have done that, but
we didn't. We decided
that we'd use it for the
general development of
the school and yes, all
the MAT mentor
teachers and principals
are adjunct professors at
U of L.

Of course, we don't get
paid. We just loved it
(becoming adjunct prof);
the dean came out and
presented the certificates
and we had a little
ceremony. Dixie and
Ray came and the
superintendent of
schools. And then for
everyone that completed
one year as a mentor,
the university gave us a

stoneware bell. The
teachers' say "Teacher"
instead of "Principal."
But they gave us all
those and then the ones
who are currently
mentoring - involved in
that part of the PDS
project - are adjunct
professors.

Rewards and/or
recognition have been
built into the
collaborative efforts
(e.g., stoneware items,
adjunct professor
certificates, class
release time)

287

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

(9)What information
about existing
partnerships was used,
if any, in designing
this particular
partnership?

We've had Ray in for a
lot of things and the
nature or emphasis on
teambuilding that I recall
with Newsettle and
Smithdale together was
the beginning of my
second year here so that
would be 92-93. And
we had a day in the
woods where we did all
of these established
team-building activities.
And Ray went with us
and he helped us with
follow-up activities.

I think you have to have
some background.

But I do know that we
ail tried to promote
everyone's professional
reading and when we get
something about PDSs,
I'll put it out in front of
people so that they have
access to it. I think that
we just have to have
kind of an inkling about
what PDS is before you
jump into it. Otherwise,
what is it you're going to
commit to?

(IO)Do the participants
in this partnership
perceive that they or
their students are
personally benefitting
from the efforts of this
collaborative
endeavor?

I'd say they'd (referring
to 4th and 3th graders)
have to if the teachers
are becoming better
teachers. Of course, if
you're a better teacher,
you have belter students.
It’s not a direct - it
doesn't instruct students,
it’s an indirect benefit to
the student body.

And I think that happens
too with Ray because he
keeps his feet in their
with the kids and he sees
what's happening. It’s
not just what somebody
reports to him as
happening in the
classroom. He can talk
to parents or other
educators or legislators
and say "I know, I’m
there, I help do.' and
it’s a much more
credible source.

Most definitely I have.
Just by association with
other professionals in
other schools. We had a
spring conference last
year where people from
other states came in plus
people in the state who
are PDSs and we had
time to have round table
discussions and sit and
talk with administrators
and teachers

Some knowledge,
whether from
literature or
workshops, is
necessary for success
and to understand to
what one Is committing

together in a group and
share ideas about things.
It definitely was
beneficial.Oh, yes
(regarding benefit to
staff).
The closest to home
thing that I can relate is
the relationship between
Newsettle and Smithdale.
We are truly one school.

Individual
administrators,
teachers, and students
(university and public
school) benefit from
the training made
possible by the
collaborative efforts

N>
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(1 l)Do the participants
of the partnership
perceive that there are
essential factors
contributing to the
partnership success
other than the ones
suggested by Wilbur?
What are these
factors, if any?

Well, I think that the
schools have to be
committed to being in
this sort of project. And
I think that some people
may have entered into it
- who were aware of it,
but didn’t know what
was happening, but had
a general commitment.
And we do reestablish
that commitment

every year. We talk
about, "well, this is what
we did last year, do we
want to go on?" and as
a group, we decide - yea
or nay. I think that the
groundwork.
And then just really
open-minded
communication with the
university and somebody
who is going to be
ready, willing, and
available.

And you have to be very
flexible and think "well,
this didn't work quite the
way we thought it
would, and we had
another meeting again in
the spring, and it was
wonderful.
And you have to have a
flexible outlook in this
type of relationship
because I think that with
some PDSs, you’re
going to grow very very
quickly and with some
you may grow more
slowly, but

that's okay just depends
upon the people
developing them.
Right. That doesn't mean
it’s going to work out.
And I think that's what 1
like about this
partnership. It isn't
threatening. You don’t
have to worry about,
"Oh, no here’s a
deadline, I gotta do
this." It's nice easy
going • fits with the flow
of the day.

’ Commitment of the
Individual participants
is a must for success
’ Flexibility on the part
of all participants is a
must
’ Less formality and
structure (e.g., in the
form of timelines) may
contribute to the
success of the
partnership
’evolution is the key,
not forced agendas

(12)How do
participants of the
partnership rank the
significance of the
nine elements that
comprise Wilbur’s
| framework?
Main Research Question: To what extent does Wilbur's model for school-university partnerships fit when applied to a highly successful school-university partnership?
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Summary o f Evidence Gathered from Each Data Source
Original 1987
Grant
Proposal

Other Documents

Interviews:
UofL
Personnel

Interviews:
School
Personnel

Focus Groups
Mentor Tchs
MATs

Overall
Support for
Factor

Leadership Support

S

S

S

S

S/W

*

Clear, Focused Goals

S

S

S

S

M/W

S

Economics

S

S

S

S

M/W

s

Project Selection and
Fostering Ownership

S

S

S

S

S/W

s

(no past history)
S/W (currently)

S(originally)
M (currently)

Existence of
Wilbur’s Factor:

Governance and Communication

S (originally)
M (currently)

S (originally)
M (currently)

S (originally)
M (currently)

S(originally)
M (currently)

Evaluation

S

S

M

M

M/W

M

Support, Rewards, and
Recognition

S

S

S

S

S/M

S

Networking

S

S

S

S

w/w

S-

Relative Advantage

S

S

S

S

S/M

s

Key: Relative strength o f the evidence from each data source is denoted:
Strong = S Moderate = M
Weak = W

Mentor Teachers and MAT Students
appear in same column, separated
by slash mark
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Answers to the Subsidiary Research Questions
O rig in al 1987
C ra m P ro p o sal

O th er D ocum ents

(l)Are die key leaden of the collaborating
imikuiiom supportive of die alliancc7

S

(2)ls there a set of agreed upon gtals which clearly
delineates die priorities of die partnership?

Interview s:
Sch o o l P ersonnel

F ocus G ro u p s

O v erall S u p p o rt

U o fL P ersonnel

M en to r T chs/M A T s

fo r F acto r

|

S

S

S

S/W

S

S

S

S

M/W

s

||

(])Are adequate resources allocated to support the
completion of the planned partnership activities?

S

S

S

s

M/W

S

I

(4)Do all stakeholders lor the Identified problematic
area have ownership In the project since iu
initiation?

S

S

s

s

S/W

s

|

(5)ls the problematic area selected for intervention
a common concern of the collaborating parties?

S

s

s

s

S IS

(ODo the partnership members use an orderly
process by which to communicate and carry out
their objectives?

S

s

M

M

M/W

M

H

(7)ls an on-going evaluative component being
implemented its promote continual Improvement of
the partnership operations?

S

s

S (originally)
M (currently)

S (originally)
M (currcndy)

(no past history)
S/W (currently)

M

1

(Ills participation in the partnership planning and
implementation recognised and rewarded
accordingly?

S

s

S

S

S/M

(9)What Information about eslstlng partnerships
was used, if any, In designing dlls particular
partnership?

s

s

s

S

M/W

(10)Are the participants and their students In this
partnership personally benefitting from the efforts
of this collaborative endeavor?

s

(IIITo what essential factors, if any, do the
participants of die partnership attribute their
partnership success other than the ones suggested
by Wilbur?

NOT APPLICABLE

A nsw ers (o Subsidiary
R esearch Q uestions:

s

s

s

S IS

5
NOT APPLICABLE

Moderate = M

Weak = W

I

1

s

key: Relative strength o f the evidence from each data source is denoted:

Strong = S

Interview s:

LONG-TERM
FRIENDSHIPS

LONGTERM
FRIENDSHIPS

NOT APPLICABLE
NEW PARTICIPANTS
REPRESENTED

ADDITIONAL
TENTH FACTOR:
LONG-TERM
FRIENDSHIPS

Mentor teachers and MAT Students

appear in same column, separated by slash mark

Appendix F
Letter o f Appreciation
and Confirmed Interpretation by Interviewee
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3724 Woodcrest Lane
Virginia Beach, Virginia 23452
June 14, 1996

_________ , (position)
The Center for the Collaborative Advancement of the Teaching Profession
University of Laurelton
Laurelton, Oklahoma
D ear_________ ,
Having completed our interview during my visit to Laurelton, my goal was to have a
transcript of our conversation along with my interpretation ready for you within 3 to 4 weeks.
From the date of this correspondence, it is clear that the transcription of the tapes was a bit
more time demanding than I had originally anticipated!
As I had expressed to you, my interest in school-university partnerships stems from
my 19 years of experience as a public school educator and administrator (and additionally as a
perpetual student of higher education). During that time, I have often been perplexed by the
very distinctive divisions between the various levels of education - elementary, secondary, and
postsecondary and especially dismayed by the lack of communication and coordination
between all educators. In Laurelton, I was pleasantly surprised by the action-oriented
partnerships that I had the opportunity to either observe or learn about.
With the interview material provided by you, I have made interpretations regarding
one major research question and several specific subquestions. In order to insure that I have
correctly interpreted what you expressed during our time together, I would appreciate your
perusal of the enclosed transcript. Should you feel that any interpretation is not accurate,
please note it on the enclosed stamped, self-addressed postcard and include, in the space
provided, a telephone number and convenient times at which I may contact you. If, however,
you feel that my interpretation accurately represents what you had intended, please simply
check the appropriate space. If you also give permission for any o f the highlighted areas to
be used as exact quotes, please so indicate on the postcard. In any case, it would be much
appreciated if you could return the postcard by July 8, 1996 at the latest.
Your participation in this study has been much appreciated. I am anxious to complete
the analysis so that I may share the results with Ray and all of you who have made this study
possible. Of course, the final document will not mention the particular partnership or utilize
any actual names so that the material will remain anonymous. I look forward to hearing from
you.
Sincerely,
Daisy B. Wood
Doctoral Candidate
The College of William and Mary
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